Purdue University

Purdue e-Pubs
Open Access Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

8-2018

Hispanic Children thrown into Limbo: Language Ideologies of
Spanish Heritage Speakers and their English Peers in a
Monolingual and a Bilingual School in Indiana
Carmen Octavio
Purdue University

Follow this and additional works at: https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations

Recommended Citation
Octavio, Carmen, "Hispanic Children thrown into Limbo: Language Ideologies of Spanish Heritage
Speakers and their English Peers in a Monolingual and a Bilingual School in Indiana" (2018). Open Access
Dissertations. 2038.
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations/2038

This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries.
Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for additional information.

HISPANIC CHILDREN THROWN INTO LIMBO:
LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES OF SPANISH HERITAGE SPEAKERS AND
THEIR ENGLISH PEERS
by
Carmen Octavio

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Faculty of Purdue University
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

School of Languages & Cultures
West Lafayette, Indiana
August 2018

ii

THE PURDUE UNIVERSITY GRADUATE SCHOOL
STATEMENT OF COMMITTEE APPROVAL

Dr. John Sundquist, Co-Chair
School of Languages and Cultures
Dr. Patricia Morita-Mullaney, Co-Chair
Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Dr. Colleen Neary-Sundquist
School of Languages and Cultures
Dr. Wayne E. Wright
Department of Curriculum and Instruction

Approved by:
Dr. Jen William
Head of the Graduate Program

iii

A mi padre

iv

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I first want to thank the person that has accompanied me during this journey, my professor
and co-chair Dr. Morita-Mullaney: Thank you for your patience, your insight, your hard work,
and your constant positive support. I also want to thank my co-chair, Dr. John Sundquist. Thanks
for your support all the time and in the most difficult times. To the other members of my
Committee: Dr. Wayne Wright (I loved every minute of every class) and Dr. Colleen NearySundquist. Thanks to Dr. Alejandro Cuza, without whom I would not have come to Purdue and
to Dr. Elena Benedicto, Director of the Indigenous and Endangered Laboratory, under whose
transdisciplinary grant this project took place. Special thanks to Nan Zhang, Alejandra Duran,
Anne Garcia and the rest of people who worked on the components of the project.
Thanks to The School of Languages and Cultures: Joni Hipsher, Joyce Detzner, Twyla
Gibson and Soledad Morales-Serrano for your help and support.
I want to thank all the people that have supported me through these six years: My family,
Jeff, Olguita, Javi, Verónica, Jose, Ayda, Román, Eric, Mara, César, Esther, Ager, Heather,
Claudia, Joselyn and many more that I am sure I am forgetting right now.
Special thanks to all the children (pseudonyms furnished) that participated in this project
and without whom, this would have not been possible: Manuela, Margarita, Manuel, Maria, Jeff,
Johnny, Bobby, Lyndsey, Sofia, Candela, Bea, Victoria, Hugo, Jose, Harry, Bessie, Sally, Michael,
and Anna.

v

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES......................................................................................................................... ix
LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................................ x
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................... xi
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 1
1.1. Identification of Research Problem ..................................................................................... 1
1.2. Purpose of the Study ............................................................................................................ 3
1.3. Research Question ............................................................................................................... 4
1.4. Significance of the Study ..................................................................................................... 5
1.5. Theoretical Framework ........................................................................................................ 5
1.7. Summary.............................................................................................................................. 6
CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE .................................................................................. 7
2.1. Description of Heritage Speaker and English Language Learner (ELL)............................. 7
2.1.1. Heritage Language Learners (HLLs) and English Language Learners (ELLs).......... 10
2.1.2. Heritage Speakers and Monolingual and Bilingual Education ................................... 11
2.1.3. Heritage Speakers and their English Peers: Ethnicity and Identity ............................ 14
2.1.4. Nationalization/Racializing Language........................................................................ 18
2.1.5. Language Hierarchies ................................................................................................. 20
2.1.6. Language as Capital .................................................................................................... 22
2.1.7. Language Ideologies ................................................................................................... 23
2.1.8. Theoretical Framework: Critical Theory .................................................................... 26
3. METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................................... 30
3.1 Research Design ................................................................................................................. 30
3.1.1. Description of Cross-Case Study ................................................................................ 31
3.1.2. Rationale for Cross-Case Study Research .................................................................. 31
3.1.3. Reliability, Validity and Transferability of Cross-Case Study ................................... 32
3.1.4. Context: Participants and Research Site ..................................................................... 33
3.2. Context of Study ................................................................................................................ 34
3.2.1. Local Demographics ................................................................................................... 35
3.2.1.1. Monolingual School: Pine Grove Elementary ..................................................... 35

vi
3.2.1.2. Bilingual School: Sun Valley Elementary School ............................................... 36
3.2.2. Participants in Each Site ............................................................................................. 37
3.3. Data Sources/Procedures ................................................................................................... 39
3.3.1. Recruitment................................................................................................................. 39
3.3.2. Participants’ Consent .................................................................................................. 39
3.3.3. Collected Data............................................................................................................. 40
3.3.3.1. Individual Interviews ........................................................................................... 40
3.3.3.2. Drawings .............................................................................................................. 40
3.3.3.3. Emojis .................................................................................................................. 41
3.3.3.4. Focus Groups ....................................................................................................... 42
3.3.3.4. Field Notes ........................................................................................................... 42
3.3.4. Transcription of Data .................................................................................................. 43
3.4. Data Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 43
3.4.1. Open Coding ............................................................................................................... 43
3.4.2. Nvivo 11 Software ...................................................................................................... 44
3.4.3. Codes........................................................................................................................... 44
3.4.4. Triangulation ............................................................................................................... 45
3.4.5. Role of Researcher ...................................................................................................... 45
3.5. Conclusion ......................................................................................................................... 46
3.6. Limitations and Delimitations ........................................................................................... 46
CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS: PINE GROVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
(ENGLISH-MEDIUM SCHOOL)................................................................................................ 47
4.1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 47
4.2. School Information: Pine Grove Elementary School ........................................................ 47
4.3. Participants: Pine Grove Elementary School (Monolingual English school). Monolingual
English Peers............................................................................................................................. 51
4.4. Findings Drawings: English Peers ..................................................................................... 53
4.5. Findings Interviews: English Peers.................................................................................... 61
4.5.1. Individual Interviews and Drawings ........................................................................... 61
4.5.2. Focus Groups: English Peers ...................................................................................... 69

vii
4.6. Participants: Pine Grove Elementary School (Monolingual English school). Spanish
Heritage Speakers ..................................................................................................................... 75
4.7. Findings Drawings: Heritage Speakers.............................................................................. 79
4.8. Findings Interviews: Heritage Speakers ............................................................................ 83
4.8.1. Individual Interviews and Drawings ........................................................................... 83
4.8.2. Focus Groups .............................................................................................................. 92
4.9. Comparison between Participants: Heritage Speakers and English Monolingual Peers ... 98
4.9.1. Language as a Secret Tool .......................................................................................... 98
4.9.2. Language Confidence ................................................................................................. 99
4.9.3. Language Restrictions in School ................................................................................ 99
4.9.4. Language (In)securities............................................................................................. 100
CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF BILINGUAL SCHOOL: SUN VALLEY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ........................................................................................................ 101
5.1. Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 101
5.2. School Information .......................................................................................................... 101
5.3. Participants: Sun Valley Elementary School (Bilingual School). English Peers ............ 103
5.4. Findings Drawings: English Peers ................................................................................... 106
5.5. Findings: English Peers ................................................................................................... 113
5.5.1. Interviews and Drawings .......................................................................................... 113
5.5.2. Focus groups. English Peers at Sun Valley Bilingual School................................... 124
5.6. Participants: Sun Valley Elementary School (Bilingual School). Spanish Heritage
Speakers .................................................................................................................................. 128
5.7. Findings: Heritage Speakers ............................................................................................ 132
5.7.1. Drawings ................................................................................................................... 132
5.7.2. Interviews and Drawings .......................................................................................... 141
5.7.3. Focus Groups. Heritage Speakers at Sun Valley Bilingual School .......................... 145
5.8. Comparison between Participants at the Bilingual School: Heritage Speakers vs. English
Peers........................................................................................................................................ 146
5.8.1. Language (In)security ............................................................................................... 147
5.8.2. Translanguaging ........................................................................................................ 147
5.8.3. Language Use............................................................................................................ 147

viii
5.8.4. Identity Manifestations ............................................................................................. 148
5.8.5. Traveling Stories ....................................................................................................... 148
5.8.6. Sociopolitical Concerns ............................................................................................ 148
5.8.7. The Invisible Breach between both Groups.............................................................. 149
5.8.8. Conclusion ................................................................................................................ 149
CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS................ 150
6.1. Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 150
6.2. Findings Summary........................................................................................................... 150
6.3. Implications ..................................................................................................................... 153
6.3.1. School Level ............................................................................................................. 153
6.3.2. Teachers .................................................................................................................... 154
6.3.2.1. Teacher Preparation ........................................................................................... 155
6.3.3. Program Design ........................................................................................................ 155
6.3.4. Families ..................................................................................................................... 155
6.3.5. Conclusion ................................................................................................................ 156
REFERENCES ........................................................................................................................... 157
APPENDIX................................................................................................................................. 169

ix

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Levels of Language Ideologies Adapted from Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman (2012) ... 25
Table 2. Participants...................................................................................................................... 38
Table 3. English Peer Participants ................................................................................................ 51
Table 4. Participants: Heritage Speakers ...................................................................................... 76
Table 5. Participants: English Peers at Bilingual School............................................................ 104
Table 6. Participants: Heritage Speakers .................................................................................... 129

x

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Emojis used to illuminate language ideologies ............................................................. 42
Figure 2. English-medium school, Pine Grove Elementary ......................................................... 48
Figure 3. Socioeconomic Profile of Pine Grove Elementary........................................................ 49
Figure 4. Enrollment of ELLs at Pine Grove Elementary ............................................................ 49
Figure 5. Enrollment Trend of ELLs and Non-ELLs at Pine Grove Elementary ......................... 50
Figure 6. Example of Language Use Portrait................................................................................ 55
Figure 7. Jeff’s Language Portrait ................................................................................................ 57
Figure 8. Bobby’s Language Portrait............................................................................................ 58
Figure 9. Lyndsey’s Language Portrait......................................................................................... 59
Figure 10. Johnny’s Language Portrait ......................................................................................... 60
Figure 11. Johnny’s Language Portrait ......................................................................................... 71
Figure 12. Manuela’s Language Portrait ...................................................................................... 80
Figure 13. Margarita’s Language Portrait..................................................................................... 81
Figure 14. Manuel’s Language Portrait ........................................................................................ 82
Figure 15. Maria’s Language Portrait ........................................................................................... 83
Figure 16. Excerpt from Margarita’s Drawing ............................................................................. 94
Figure 17. Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race at Sun Valley Bilingual Elementary ......................... 102
Figure 18. Enrollment by Socioeconomics at Sun Valley Bilingual Elementary....................... 103
Figure 19. Harry’s Language Portrait ......................................................................................... 107
Figure 20. Bessie's Language Portrait......................................................................................... 108
Figure 21. Sally’s Language Portrait .......................................................................................... 110
Figure 22. Michael’s Language Portrait ..................................................................................... 111
Figure 23. Anna’s Language Portrait.......................................................................................... 112
Figure 24. Sofia’s Language Portrait .......................................................................................... 133
Figure 25. Candela’s Language Portrait ..................................................................................... 134
Figure 26. Bea’s Language Portrait ............................................................................................ 135
Figure 27. Victoria’s Language Portrait ..................................................................................... 137
Figure 28. Hugo’s Language Portrait.......................................................................................... 139
Figure 29. Jose’s Language Portrait............................................................................................ 140

xi

ABSTRACT

Author: Octavio, Carmen. PhD
Institution: Purdue University
Degree Received: August 2018
Title: Hispanic Children thrown into Limbo: Language Ideologies of Spanish Heritage Speakers
and their English Peers in a Monolingual and a Bilingual School in Indiana.
Major Professor: Dr. Patricia Morita-Mullaney and Dr. John Sundquist
Spanish heritage speakers are a growing and heterogeneous population that shares a status
of inequality within society regarding their language and culture. This study explored the language
ideologies of Spanish heritage speakers and their English peers in two different settings: an urban
monolingual school and a sub-urban bilingual school with a Dual-Immersion language program in
Indiana.
The focus for heritage language students in US schools is usually on the linguistic
components of bilingual or English monolingual development and does not focus on ideologies or
climate within classrooms where heritage students are taught. With little to no focus on ideologies
or climates among educators, heritage and English-only students, heritage students’ cultural, racial
and linguistic identities are neglected, marginalizing them within schools and perpetuating social
inequalities. This privileging of English dominant speakers’ aims for bilingual development
supersedes that of heritage speakers’ language maintenance and demonstrates the monoglossic
ideologies that dual language programs supposedly intend to ameliorate.
The study was carried out through the lens of Critical Theory (Bourdieu, 1992, 1993, 2000;
Leeman, 2012). A qualitative cross-case study method of inquiry was selected for this dissertation,
with a total of 19 participants: ten Spanish heritage speakers and nine English peers.
Findings indicate that there is an English hegemony in both settings, which results in the
assimilation of the heritage speakers into the majority group. English peers perceive Spanish as
capital and heritage speakers as part of their identity.
Regarding program design, there is a need to focus on language ideologies. Besides, teachers
should be provided with a kind of education that openly addresses language hierarchies, and power
since by practicing a critical pedagogy and critical research dominant hierarchies can be challenged
(Leeman, 2005; 2012). Teacher preparation should have a heteroglossic focus on inclusion.

xii
Hispanic community leaders with linguistic, cultural, educational, and political resources would
help approach parents and schools as mediators in schools and community centers.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Identification of Research Problem
The study of heritage languages and their speakers and learners has gained greater
representation in American Academia since the 1990s, according to Wiley (2014), although initial
studies were carried out during the previous decades (1960s-1980s) (Giles, 1970; Lambert, W. E.,
Anisfeld, M. & Yeni-Komshian, G., 1965; Sharp et al., 1973). Heritage speakers are an increasing
and very heterogeneous population with regards to proficiency in their heritage languages,
ethnicity, economic background and religion. According to Valdés (2000):
Within the foreign language teaching profession in the United States, the term “heritage
speaker” is used to refer to a student of language who is raised in a home where a nonEnglish language is spoken, who speaks or merely understands the heritage language…
They speak or hear the heritage language spoken at home, but they receive all of their
education in the official or majority language of the countries in which they live… They
thus become literate only in the majority language (P. 1).
Valdés’ definition demonstrates the power or the hegemony of the majority language, which in the
US context is English. In the US, although there is no official language, there is an overarching
hegemony of English over other languages (including Native American languages) (Crawford,
1995a). Language hegemony suggests that in a US context, English is the language of power and
thus, other languages are regarded as less valued, restricting possibilities toward the maintenance
and development of their heritage language. English is the defacto language of power. Further, a
language hegemony around English conditions and limits heritage speakers’ access to multiple
public services including healthcare, legal services, and education.
In the US, schooling is usually compulsory from kindergarten to 12th grade. Some heritage
speakers, when entering the school system, do not speak English and are identified as English
Language Learners (ELLs), availing them to receive some form of ELL instruction. The use of
learners’ first or heritage language at school positively affects the maintenance of that language
(Cummins, 1987; Cho & Krashen, 1998; Mosses, 2000; Shibata, 2000).
The nature of the ELL programs in the United States (US) is to convert the heritage
speakers into English speakers, without taking into consideration the advantages of the heritage
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language maintenance and the rights of the speakers to maintain their language and culture
(Valdés, 1997). Lee and Wright (2014) stated that the current instructional programs favor English
acquisition as its primary aim. Educational initiatives such as Proposition 227 (California, 1998)
and Proposition 203 (Arizona, 2000) have wielded enormous power, converting many bilingual
programs into ELL programs with little to no attention of students’ heritage languages. Further,
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2001) and the recently authorized Every Student
Succeeds Act (2015), which is the last version of Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) and is the federal legislation that oversees US K-12 school, allows for instructional
provisions in a students’ heritage language, but most school districts adopt an ELL or an Englishdominant language model for its ELLs.
Another commonality among heritage speakers is that they experience school
underachievement. In academic tests like I-STEP (Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational
Progress) in Indiana, ELLs tend to have lower scores than the average English-dominant child,
mostly in Science and Language Arts (Indiana State Board of Education, 2018). Baker and Wright
(2017) provide multiple reasons for heritage speakers’ underachievement that are complex which
include the level of majority language competence, socioeconomic background, poverty and
material home conditions, race, gender, school attendance, parental encouragement and assistance,
peer influence and the quality of teachers and school. Abedi (2004) also critiques that academic
exams are more a test of English level than they are upon the students’ mastery of academic
content. Baker and Wright (2017) consider that “real causes of underachievement tend to lie in
relative social and economic deprivation and exclusion, a school which rejects the home language
and culture of the child, and occasionally real learning difficulties” (p. 204).
The primary attempt to address heritage language maintenance at a young age is the
implementation of bilingual education at the elementary level, where varying percentages of the
heritage language are used as a medium for instruction (Cummins, 2001, 2005; Thomas & Collier,
1997, 2002). Critiques persist that the main aim is for swift English transition with minimal
consideration for heritage language maintenance (García, 2009).
A second attempt to address heritage language maintenance in schools is the development
of a heritage language program in secondary schools through the provision of Spanish for Heritage
Speakers (Morita-Mullaney, Octavio & Zhang, in review). Problematically, world language
educators construct heritage students as lacking literacy and the capacity to perform at high levels
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of their heritage language, creating a remedial landscape for their learning. Further, this effort at
addressing heritage language maintenance at the high school is often too late. Earlier courses
taught mostly if not all in English set the stage for heritage language loss (Morita et al., in review).
In spite of this, bilingual education or heritage language maintenance is an allowable
provision within current US federal and Indiana state policies. The aim of one type of heritage or
bilingual language instruction is dual language education, which blends English majority and
Spanish minority or heritage student together. In these programs, the focus is “for the majority
anglophone children to develop a high level of proficiency in a ‘foreign’ language…and for
minority children…having instruction in their mother tongue” (Valdés, 1997, p. 392). However,
few school districts are using this particular dual language model and scholars assert that the main
benefactors in these types of programs are English dominant speakers, not heritage speakers
(Palmer, 2010; Scanlan & Palmer, 2009). This privileging of English dominant speakers’ aims for
bilingual development supersedes that of heritage speakers’ language maintenance and
demonstrates the monoglossic ideologies that dual language programs supposedly intend to
ameliorate.
One of the important aspects of this study will be to find out whether heritage and English
dominant children in dual language bilingual education (DLBE) programs, a form of bilingual
education, have more positive language ideologies towards Spanish, the language of the heritage
speakers, than those children that attend English-only medium schools.
1.2. Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this cross-case study is to explore the language ideologies of heritage
speakers in elementary schools and their English peers at two different sites: a bilingual school
with a dual language bilingual education (DLBE) program and an English-only medium school
with an ELL program in Indiana. The underlying assumption is that the DLBE school will be a
more culturally-supportive environment, since they take into account the different languages and
cultures represented by students in the school. Thus, their language ideologies may be more
inclusive than those in a monolingual English-medium school. This study was part of a broader
transdisciplinary study under a grant awarded to the director of the Indigenous and Endangered
Languages Laboratory (IELLab), Dr. Elena Benedicto, who was in charge of the Syntactic analysis
part of the project. From now on I will focus solely on the study of language ideologies.
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According to Silverstein (1979), language ideologies are “sets of beliefs about language
articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language and use” (p. 197).
Also, Irvine (1989) defined language ideologies as “the cultural system of ideas about social and
linguistic relationships, together with their loading of moral and political interests” (p. 155).
According to Woolard (1998), “language ideologies are cultural representations, whether explicit
or implicit, of the intersection of language and human beings in a social world” (p. 20). However,
as Woolard (1998) continues, ideologies are not only about language. “They link language to
identity, power, aesthetics, morality and epistemology” (p. 20), demonstrating a continuum of
monoglossic to hetereoglossic orientations toward language use in schools (Kloss, 1998).
According to Kroskrity (2004), language ideologies are a complex system of beliefs that
concerns the nature of languages and language use. For example, in a multilingual scenario some
speakers “choose” one language over the other, sometimes in detriment of their heritage language,
but do so with varying levels of awareness. Leeman (2012) extends this definition of language
ideologies to the educational system and Spanish heritage speakers. According to her, “research
on pedagogical policies, practices, and materials can shed light on how language ideologies are
reproduced in SHL [Spanish Heritage Language] instruction” (p. 44), demonstrating the subtle to
coercive conditions for language maintenance, development, and/or loss.
1.3. Research Question
The primary focus of this study is the analysis of language ideologies towards Spanish
heritage language of heritage speakers and English peers in Indiana in two elementary school
settings. According to Leeman (2012), “school is the key site where young people are socialized
into hegemonic value systems” (p. 44), specifically language. Those hegemonic value systems
enclose a system of beliefs (language ideologies) that society holds about language use. A
significant review of the literature suggests that language ideologies in the US have an English
monolingual focus. Taking this into account, the purpose of this study is the identification and
description of the ideologies towards Spanish as a heritage language by elementary-aged 5th
graders in two different school settings: English-medium elementary school and an
English/Spanish-medium bilingual-elementary school. Therefore, the primary research question
is:

5
How are language ideologies appropriated differently among English dominant students
and Spanish heritage students in English-monolingual-medium and Spanish/Englishbilingual-medium elementary schools?
1.4. Significance of the Study
This study is particularly relevant since it embraces a minority community that is rapidly
growing in Indiana, a community that has been traditionally ethnically and linguistically
homogeneous (Morita-Mullaney, 2014; Simich-Dudgeon & Boals, 1996). This broader
homogeneous community could potentially create situations of social inequity, particularly in
schools where, as mentioned before, children are “socialized into hegemonic value systems”
(Leeman, 2012).
This study will shed light on how Spanish heritage language ideologies in elementary
education are being appropriated by the heritage speakers themselves and their English peers. The
study is strengthened by analyzing what types of language ideologies these two groups have in
two different language environments. According to Leeman (2012) “this kind of research can
challenge dominant hierarchies and suggest directions for a more socially responsible pedagogy”
(p. 44), when studied immersively and critically.
1.5. Theoretical Framework
The framework adopted for this study is that of critical theory. The purpose of the study is
intimately related to terms strictly related to and studied by the Critical Theory such as social
justice, power relations, and language ideologies. One of the main scholars related to the Critical
Theory is Bourdieu (1992, 1993, 2000). His theory has been used and developed by other authors,
like Leeman (2012), Valdés (2001) and Grenfell (2011). According to Grenfell (2011), “[f]or
Bourdieu, words are never ‘value-neutral’, never used in isolation, but arise in contexts which need
to be seen as dynamic social spaces where issues of power are always at stake” (p. 2). He continues,
“Bourdieu encourages us to think of language as representing and carrying a whole social dynamic,
as well as occulting the processes that constitute it” (p. 2). Ideologies are part of that social dynamic
and processes. According to Bourdieu (1991):
[I]deologies serve particular interests which they tend to represent as universal interests,
shared by the group as a whole. The dominant culture contributes to the real integration of

6
the dominant class (by facilitating the communication between all its members and by
distinguishing them from other classes); it also contributes to the fictitious integration of
society as a whole… The dominant culture produces this ideological effect by concealing
the function of division beneath the function of communication: the culture that unifies…
is also the culture that separates... and which legitimates distinctions by forcing all other
cultures (designated as subcultures) to define themselves by their distance from the
dominant culture (p. 167).
As explained by Bourdieu (1991), the dominant culture is benefitted by the use of ideologies,
perceived as universal, in an effort to present society as an integrated unified entity. However, the
minority groups are not really integrated since they are not represented in those universal
ideologies defended by the dominant group.
1.7. Summary
The number of Spanish heritage speakers is increasing in the state of Indiana, and so it is
their presence in schools. However, schools are mainly English-monolingual in Indiana, and
Spanish heritage speakers go through linguistic assimilation to the majority language group.
Although a language minority, there are a growing number of bilingual schools in the state of
Indiana. Within a qualitative cross-case study design, I will research the language ideologies of
Spanish heritage speakers, the minority group, and their English peers, the majority group, in both
types of schools.
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This heritage language study pulls together multiple subfields that are intimately related
and interpreted through a lens of critical theory. Using this interpretive lens, this study illuminates
the types of language ideologies that elementary students appropriate within schools toward the
majority and minority speakers, namely, English and Spanish.
2.1. Description of Heritage Speaker and English Language Learner (ELL)
The concepts of heritage speaker and heritage language have been broadly discussed in the
literature from different perspectives (Benmamoun, E., Montrul, S, & Polinski, M., 2013; Carreira
& Kagan, 2011; Cummins, 2000; Fairclough. & Beaudrie, 2016; Fishman, 2001; Grosjean, 2008;
Garcia, 2009a, 2010; Valdés, 2000, 2001, 2014; Leeman, 2005, 2012, 2015; Lippi-Green, R.
(1997); Wiley, 2001, 2014; Carreira, 2014). One reason pushing this increased inquiry is the
increase of heritage speakers in the US, yet research is still limited. In spite of this, there has not
been a clear consensus regarding the definition of heritage speaker or heritage language learner.
Some scholars base their definitions on the norms within their field, such as psycholinguistics
(Polinski, 2015), sociolinguistics (He, 2010; Silva- Corvalán, 1994), and education (García, 2009;
Carreira and Kagan, 2011; Acosta Acorte, 2013; Valdés, 2000). They may also focus on topics that

are closely related to this kind of speakers, including how students’ race and ethnicity informs their
identities (Rosa & Flores, 2015).
Wiley (2014) defines heritage languages according to three perspectives: 1) educational
programs; 2) community; and 3) the language itself, in order to understand their sociolinguistic
use. According to Wiley (2014), the labels we use to define them are important since it helps define
learners, and other issues such as identity and inclusion/exclusion of these students within social
contexts. According to Benmamoun et al. (2013) “to date, all of the definitions advanced have
been appropriate for the specific context and communities they describe, yet hard to apply beyond
that” (p. 2).
On the other hand, Krashen (1998) provided what may be a broad but one of the most
accurate definitions of heritage languages with the statement: “a heritage language is not spoken
by the dominant culture, but is spoken in the family or associated with the heritage culture” (p. 3).
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Krashen uses such terms and constructs as “dominant,” which directly relates to the types of power
available to dominant groups versus minoritized ones. This power disequilibrium creates the
conditions for language hierarchies, where dominant speakers have a particular linguistic capital
that creates normative conditions that diminishes the types of capital minority speakers can
appropriate.
Carreira et al. (2009), who are interested in heritage language development and education,
stated that “in the United States, a heritage language speaker is an individual who is exposed to a
language other than English at home but educated primarily in English” (p. 1). Later, Carreira and
Kagan (2011) extended their definition, referring this time to Heritage Language Learners (HLLs)
generally as:
a student who 1) acquired English in early childhood, after acquiring the HL; 2) has limited
exposure to the HL outside the home; 3) has relatively strong aural and oral skills but
limited literacy skills; 4) has positive heritage language attitudes and experiences; and 5)
studies the heritage language mainly to connect with communities of speakers in the United
States and to gain insights into his or her roots (p. 40).
This definition refers mainly to the children that go to schools with only one language of
instruction. However, there are other schools that have different kinds of bilingual programs, that
allow for instruction in languages other than English, including the present study. Within the US,
most schools focus on language assimilation, using English as the sole medium for instruction.
This monolingual programming promotes monoglossic views and is the norm within the US
(Kloss, 1998).
Acosta Corte (2013), whose field is Spanish language teaching and applied linguistics,
defines a heritage speaker of Spanish as “a type of bilinguals who have been exposed to their
mother tongue for a long time, but sometimes lacks the necessary linguistic skills and
communicative competence when compared to native speakers [emphasis added] since they have
been raised in a social environment where English is the dominant language” (Abstract, para. 1).
However, this reality may differ across cases and is dependent on many other variables, including
birth order in family (Rothman, 2009) and generation or amount of contact with the language
(Valdés, 2014).
A specific definition of what a native or heritage speaker is and if they have been raised in
a bilingual or monolingual environment would affect specific language skills, such as aural and/or
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oral communication (Valdés, 2000; Polinsky and Kagan, 2007; Acosta Acorte, 2013) and
communicative competence (Valdés, 2000). Benmamoun et al. (2013) stress that the definition has
been much related to independent cases in a certain community and it is very difficult to find a
term that maps onto every single situation. It needs to be stressed that heritage speakers are a very
heterogeneous group and descriptive interpretation needs to account for the particularities of each
setting.
Valdés (2001) in accordance with Fishman (2001) defines a heritage speaker as a person
who has a “historical and personal connection the language that is salient and not the actual
proficiency of individual speakers” (p. 38), but, as she continues, for foreign language educators,
the term heritage student is more restricted and it designates “a student of language who is raised
in a home where a non-English language is spoken”. Valdés (2000) adds that these individuals
may speak or only understand the heritage language, so they are to a degree bilingual but they
receive all the education in the majority language of the country. Benmamoun et al. (2013) built
their definition upon Valdés’ (2000) and defined heritage speakers in a narrow sense as
“asymmetrical bilinguals who learned language X – the ‘heritage language’ – as an L1 in
childhood, but who, as adults, are dominant in a different language” (p. 260). As we can see, some
of the definitions provided by these scholars are similar and overlap.
With the intention of providing a general definition, I group together multiple definitions
by describing a heritage speaker as a person who speaks a heritage language, and that a heritage
language is a minority language that coexists with a majority language, and with which the speaker
has a historical and ancestral connection. In this sense, the heritage language within an English
majority context would affect their orientation toward the speaker(s) of the majority and minority
language, in terms of being linked to or abandoning the historical or ancestral language.
The population that forms part of the present study is heritage speakers of Spanish and their
English classroom peers. For this reason, one encompassing definition will be used to describe
heritage students including the work of Benmamoun et al. (2013), Krashen (1998), Acosta Corte
(2013), and Valdés (2001). I define a heritage language as a language not spoken by the dominant
culture but is spoken in the family or is associated with the heritage culture. These individuals are
exposed to a language other than English at home but formally educated primarily in English,
except in the cases that they attend bilingual schools, which is not typical. Thus, heritage speakers
are a type of bilingual whose linguistic skills and communicative competence vary across contexts.
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What is common to all heritage speakers, regardless of the school being monolingual in English
or bilingual in English and Spanish is that they have been raised in a social environment where
English is the dominant or majority language.
2.1.1. Heritage Language Learners (HLLs) and English Language Learners (ELLs)
Most of the definitions aforementioned are inspired by studies in the US with a focus on
the heritage languages of Native American languages, different variations of Spanish, or
Mandarin-Chinese. As mentioned in the previous section, commonly, heritage speakers acquire
firstly the minority language used at home and then, the majority language when they start school.
In a US context, Valdés (2000) describes a heritage language speaker as an individual who is
exposed to a language other than English at home (heritage language) but educated primarily in
English which she references as a sequential bilingual. Language proficiency in heritage languages
can vary depending on birth order, since the first one would be more in contact with the heritage
language than from the second one, since among siblings they tend to use the majority language
(Lynch, 2003) after going to school, where the majority language is used.
When a heritage speaker learns his or her language in an academic setting, they are often
referenced as heritage language learners (HLL). They may attend bilingual classrooms or ELL
classrooms or later heritage courses if their schools offer such provisions. Typically, in schools,
heritage language courses are World Language courses, which are often offered later in a child’s
schooling at the middle or high school level. Another approach to heritage language instruction is
the one used in community settings (Fishman, 2001; Valdés, 2001). Carreira and Kagan (2011)
stated that a HLL is a student who takes a K-16 or a community school language class in the home
or heritage language. These schools can start as early as kindergarten and matriculate to the adult
level. According to these authors, HLLs have relatively strong aural and oral skills but limited
literacy skills, but positive HL attitudes and experiences.
He (2010) states that the notion itself of heritage language (HL) is sociocultural since it is
defined in terms of a group of people who speak it. HLLs in a particular linguistic group within a
particular sociocultural context can shape how speakers develop their language use. In her study
she examined two broad approaches to research on the sociocultural dimensions of heritage
language learning: a correlational one and a constructivist one. Both of those approaches recognize
that there is a close connection and dependency between heritage language learning and
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sociocultural processes (identities, attitudes and motivations). He (2010) argues that a HLLs’
identity and related motivations can map onto how they appropriate and perform their heritage
language.
There are areas in which we can find speakers of different variants of a language. Pillai et
al. (2014), for example refer to Maracca Portuguese Creole as a heritage language. They affirm
that the way of maintaining the Creole language is through family. If the family speaks it, it will
be maintained. There is a strong connection and relationship between a family’s ethnicity, race,
and language that fosters heritage language maintenance, but this study does not include the
influence of schools.
Kinginger (2004) differentiates between second language acquisition and foreign language
learning. The first one is intended for the Spanish heritage peers when they learn English, and
foreign language learning refers to the English peers when they learn a language other than
English. The foreign language learners are assumed to be people who are studying the languages
outside of their communities and they “harbor instrumental motivations more closely related to
school success than to changes in social identity or lived experience” (p. 221). Kinginger shows
that the purposes for language learning differ across majority and minority student communities.
Within the school system, some heritage speakers are in the group of English language
learners (ELLs). As stated in The Glossary of Education Reform (2013) ELLs are students “who
are unable to communicate fluently or learn effectively in English, who often come from nonEnglish-speaking homes and backgrounds, and who typically require specialized or modified
instruction in both the English language and in their academic courses”. The Every Student
Succeeds Act (2015) recognizes that ELLs have unique needs, including their heterogeneity and
requires language provisions for them. However, the focus is on English learning as the main aim
with limited consideration for heritage language use within schools. Further, increased
decentralization to states allows for state’s choices onto what those language program provisions
and despite allowances for bilingual education in most states, the vast majority of ELLs are in
English-medium programs.
2.1.2. Heritage Speakers and Monolingual and Bilingual Education
Baker and Wright (2017) arranged the typology of program models for HLLs. Within the
monolingual-English education, they included four different types of programs: 1) Mainstream or
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submersion; 2) mainstream or submersion with pullout majority language support; 3) sheltered or
structured immersion; and 4) segregationist. The type of bilingual children in these programs are
speakers of the minority language. The aim in language outcome for the four is English
monolingualism. The societal and educational aim for the first three is assimilation, but for the
segregationist program, it is linguistic apartheid. Also, for the first three, the language of the
classroom is the majority language, except for the segregationist programs for which the language
of the classroom is the minority language. The group of children in the English-monolingual school
in this study were in a mainstream/submersion program and some of them were pulled out for
majority language (English) instruction support.
On the other hand, Baker and Wright (2017) included two forms of bilingual education:
the weak (Crawford, 2004; Ovando, Collier & Combs, 2003) and the strong forms (Baker & Jones,
1998, 2006; Mejia, 2002). Within the weak forms of bilingual education, the types of programs
included were 1) transitional bilingual education; 2) mainstream with world (foreign) language
teaching; and 3) separatist.
In transitional bilingual education (Ramirez et al, 1991), students speak a minority
language and the language of the classroom moves from the minority to the majority language.
The educational aim is subtractive, and the aim in language outcome is relative monolingualism.
The heritage language is a temporary support. In mainstream educational programs, with world
language teaching, students speak the majority language and they are taught in the majority
language but receive foreign or second language lessons. Baker & Jones (1998) provide a table in
which they display that the objective in language outcome is a limited bilingualism (p. 470).
Finally, in the separatist programs, children speak the minority language, they are taught in the
same language and the societal and educational aim is detachment or autonomy. The aim regarding
language outcome is limited bilingualism.
Lastly, within the strong forms of bilingual education there are four types of programs: 1)
immersion; 2) maintenance or heritage language (Wiley, 2001); 3) two way or dual language
(Lindholm-Leary, 2001); and 4) mainstream bilingual. In the immersion programs, children speak
the majority language and the classes are bilingual with an initial emphasis on the second or
minority target language. The societal and educational aim of this type of program is pluralism
and enrichment and the aim regarding language outcome is bilingualism and biliteracy (literacy in
both languages.) (Christian, 1996).
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One strong form of bilingual education is the mainstream bilingual program. Children
speak the majority language and are taught in two languages. The societal and educational aim is
language maintenance, biliteracy, and enrichment and the aim regarding language outcome is
bilingualism (Baker & Sienkewicz, 2000).
In heritage language programs, children speak the minority language and both languages
are spoken in the classroom with an emphasis on the minority language. The societal and
educational aim of these programs is language maintenance, pluralism and enrichment. The
language outcome is bilingualism and biliteracy (literacy in both languages). The two-way or dual
language program is the program used in one of the school sites where the study was conducted.
In this type of program, children with the minority and with the majority languages are equally
mixed. The classes are in the majority and the minority language and the societal and educational
aim is language maintenance, development, pluralism and enrichment for both groups. The aim in
language outcome is bilingualism and biliteracy. I adopt the term used by García (2011),
referencing this program as dual language bilingual education (DLBE) to demonstrate that DLBE
is a valid form of bilingual instruction for heritage speakers.
Critiques persist about bilingual education in the US. For example, Field (2008) stated: “In
the USA bilingual education is also a contested term, reflecting power and identity struggles
between English speakers and (primarily) Spanish speakers” (p. 83). According to Field, in
practice transitional bilingual education programs only targets ELLs, most of whom are low
income Spanish speakers. She also stated that, the use of Spanish is seen as a threat to the majority
language, English, and to the national unity. She continued by stating that, on the other hand, dual
language programs which target English speakers are “increasingly positively evaluated and
funded in the USA” (p. 84).
According to Field (2008), the most common type of dual language education in the US is
the “twoway immersion (TWI) which targets English (language majority) speakers and speakers
of another (minority) language—most commonly Spanish” (p. 84). Historically, there has been
strong ideological and financial support for this type of program (dual language) at the federal
level since the mid to late 1990s.
However, Valdés (1997) already posed a cautionary note regarding this kind of programs,
based on the community leader’s fears. Although DLBE programs seem to have the possibilities
for minority language maintenance, pluralism, and promotion of diversity, it also may primarily
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benefit the English monolingual children. She proposed that there are two groups that support this
kind of education: 1) Those in favor of focusing on the instrumental value of Spanish, i.e. its value
in politics, law, or the world of business for whom the minority students would be a simple
resource at the service of the majority; and 2) those who think of this program as a way of providing
the minority students with education of quality in their language, and challenging inequalities that
exist in the educational world and the broader society. Palmer (2010) defines this phenomenon as
interest convergence where majority speakers are the primary benefactors in DLBE programs often
to the oversight of the heritage speakers.
Lewis et al. (2012) provides some of reasons to divide the instruction day in two, depending
on the language they are using by:
(a) giving increasing time to the majority language when assimilation is predominant; or
(b) giving protected and sometimes maximal time to an indigenous or heritage language to
optimise fluency, literacy, confidence, and positive attitudes around that language; (c)
avoiding inefficiencies in translation and duplication; and (d) prejudices about bilinguals
becoming mentally confused if two languages are active (p. 643).
However, it seems that due to the monoglossic ideologies in which English is the hegemonic
language, prejudices about being confused and negative ideologies towards heritage speakers’
linguistic flexibility are being fostered.
The aims of a monolingual and bilingual schools are very different. According to Baker
and Sienkewicz (2000), we need to differentiate between a school that promotes bilingualism and
a school where there are bilingual students. According to the authors, in certain schools there are
bilingual children but their main “educational aim is to develop one language only (English)” (p.
90).
2.1.3. Heritage Speakers and their English Peers: Ethnicity and Identity
One of the core issues related to heritage speakers is the concept of identity. García (2009)
posits that terms such as language ethnicity, and identity are highly contextual, and identity is
intertwined within all such social variables. Also, Leeman (2012) highlighted the flexible and fluid
essence of identity. However, identity is many times ascribed to particular populations by
outsiders, people that belong to the majority group and institutions in power, which can increase
the existing imbalance in social relations between majority and minority groups. I adopt the term
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of identity to identify how elementary students claim and negotiate their identity versus what may
be imposed upon them.
Identity has been widely studied by different scholars in different social sciences. Wiley
(2014) states that the labels we use to define heritage languages are important since they help
define learners and other issues such as identity and inclusion/exclusion in schools. Also, Weber
and Horner (2012) distinguish between achieved or assumed (how a person would like to be
described) and ascribed (assigned by others) identities. Identities of HLLs that are either assumed
or imposed and informs how HLLs use or resist their heritage language maintenance.
Morita-Mullaney et al. (in review) found in a heritage course in a high school that heritage
speakers speak mostly in English because they want to “fit in” among language majority students
at their school. School is not the only place where HLLs are criticized for speaking their heritage
language. One of the heritage speakers could reveal many stories and different places where
Spanish use was banned such as in the streets or in the stores. With a Hispanic identity, heritage
speakers feel pressured to under-represent their linguistic identity of Spanish because it makes
them not “fit in.”
In a society where ethnicism, or prejudice based on ethnicity, is present it is hard to decide
that your identity is the same as your heritage. Jackson II (1999) states “ethnicity is often thought
to be related to groups that are not White Anglo-Saxon Protestant” (p. 31), however, as the same
author points out, “White is often considered synonymous with what it means to be American” (p.
31). Other authors like Val & Vinogradova (2010) say, “Speakers of two or more languages
become aware of different societal linguistic attitudes that assign value to different languages and
empower speakers of prestigious majority languages that have valued language capital” (p. 3).
Heritage speakers are aware that their language is the one with the lower status (for example
Spanish in the US). According to Leeman et al. (2011) heritage speakers can perceive identity and
culture through their linguistic differences.
In spite of the fact that heritage speakers are a growing population and are in a linguistic
limbo (Catalano et al., 2016) caused by the confrontation of monoglossic ideologies and the battle
between the language in power and their heritage language, their language has evolved and may
have acquired features of the language in power that they are learning. Some Spanish heritage
speakers that have lived most of their lives in the US have communication issues when they talk
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to their relatives, including Spanish native monolingual speakers as they have appropriated
features of English syntax and expression that overlays onto their Spanish use.
On the other hand, and unlike minorities (like the Spanish heritage speakers), majority
groups within society, mainly white Americans, manifest identity in unconscious ways since
societal norms have been developed and “constructed around their racial, ethnic, and cultural
frameworks, values, and priorities” which has been referred to as “standard American culture”
instead of “ethnic identity” (Chávez & Guido-DiBrito, 1999, p. 39). That may be one of the reasons
why minorities reinforce the distinction between the two groups and, as Thompson (1999) states,
they engage in colortalk (overtly talk about race). According to her, “talk about color and
difference is an act of resistance to white hegemony, making explicit the we/they lines thatcontrary to the colorblind rhetoric of inclusiveness and social harmony-continue to organize most
white/non-white relations in the US” (p. 142). On the other hand, the apparent identity and
diversity unawareness of the group in power, who has a colorblind discourse, tries to romanticize
the “racially transcendent weness” (p. 142) of the American society.
One of the main aspects of bilinguals, and therefore, heritage speakers is code-switching
which, according to Benmamoun et al. (2013), is that two languages appear in the same discourse
segment. Yip (2013) prefers the term “code-mixing” and simply defines it like the use of two
languages in one sentence. She says that it is produced because there is a lack of differentiation in
the two systems. Like other authors, she states that it is systematic, and subject to principles that
govern where and when the languages can be mixed. According to her, it is a resource so that the
children can explain themselves more fully and effectively. Besides, in her chapter and in order to
provide the structural aspects of code-mixing, Yip (2013) talks about the Matrix Language Frame,
according to which, in the discourse, one language is the matrix language in which the other
language is inserted. She also provides two hypotheses that take into account the existence of a
dominant language (the language in which the speaker is more proficient) and a weaker language
(the language in which the speaker is less proficient): The Dominant Language Hypothesis,
according to which, children tend to choose words from the stronger language when speaking the
weaker language. And lastly, the Ivy-Hypothesis according to which, functional elements of the
stronger language are retained when speaking the weaker language.
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According to Yip, children tend to code-mix when they lack the term in one of their systems
or when they have experienced and learned previous instances of code-mixing. However, the topic
may be more complex and we should take into account functional and contextual issues.
Another explanation of code-switching is that of Grosjean (2008), according to whom
bilinguals operate along a continuum from a monolingual mode to a bilingual mode in which there
is an activation of language or languages in a functional basis. He talks about “language A” and
“language α” since he does not want to name one above the other or vice versa. He assumes that
there is always a “base” language A in which the speaker operates and which need not to be the
dominant language, it is determined by the communicative situation. Language α, in this case
would be activated to a minimum. The bilingual would code-mix in the bilingual mode, when both
languages have certain activation.
However, in this study I advocate for the notion of translanguaging which can be seen in a
more international context. Translanguaging is defined as “the process of making meaning,
shaping experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages’’
(Baker, 2011, p. 288). García (2009) discusses the term in plural and states that “translanguagings
are multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their
bilingual worlds” (p. 45). An example of translanguaging would be: “Ayer entregué el paper de
Historical Linguistics.” [I handed in the paper of Historical Linguistics yesterday].
“The growing popularity of translanguaging in education can be seen as emancipation from
many negative ideas about bilinguals and bilingualism in the first half of the 20th century” (Lewis
et al., 2012, p. 642). Translanguaging adopts an additive orientation towards bilingualism, where
students can use their multiple linguistic repertoires to express a complete thought. They are not
restricted by the supposed lack of particular linguistic registers and can express their ideas fully
(Creese & Blackledge, 2010). With an additive orientation towards Spanish and English as used
within translanguaging, this allows heritage speakers to express themselves more fully, which is a
manifestation of their identity. With this liberation, heritage speakers are not restricted from
thinking that they are not expressing themselves fully. Further, this liberation may resist the
assimilative forces from schools allowing more positive identities to be developed.
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2.1.4. Nationalization/Racializing Language
The way society is structured is highly determined by the relation between race and
language, and it is studied in a new field called raciolinguistics (Alim, Rickford, & Ball, 2016;
Rosa & Flores, 2015). According to the authors (Alim et al., 2016), this new field aims to “view
race through the lens of language and vice versa—in order to gain a better understanding of
language and the process of racialization” (pp. 1-2). Spanish heritage speakers seem to be very
aware of the racialized society that they are, when referring to the US. There is a duality about
being Hispanic and non-Hispanic, which implies, among other issues, speaking the Spanish
language.
Raciolinguistics studies the ideologies associated with language and race. In short,
racializing minoritized groups is an ideological stance that can marginalize heritage language
students of color. Invariably, race is a social construct suggests that being White is superior to
being non-White. Since race is a social construct, ideas about race can be constructed from
language and suppositions about one’s language can be done through race.
One of the major concerns Flores and Rosa (2015), is the role that raciolinguistics play in
education. The dominant groups in society assign the “standard” or appropriate language with the
White way of speaking, that is, schools expect “language-minoritized students to model their
linguistic practices after the white speaking subject” (Flores & Rosa, 2015, p. 151). Although the
“white listening subject” still perceives the language of the minority group in racialized ways.
Thus, Spanish heritage speakers would be perceived by the majority group as deficient speakers
of English, since they are expected to mimic the language practices of the majority group.
The authors also comment on the conception of accents in the US. Majority speaking
groups would assign accents to certain minorities, but ignore that of the majority group. This idea
is linked to the non-accent myth or abstraction discussed by Lippi-Green (1997, and that will be
developed in the following section, entitled language hierarchies (2.1.5).
Rosa (2016) studied the language ideologies and the racialization of Mexican and Puerto
Rican youth in the United States. According to the author, “signs of accents and Spanish-language
use are regarded as reflections of abject foreignness, regardless of the long history of Spanishlanguage use across the Americas” (Rosa, 2016, p. 67). according to the author, the simple act of
speaking Spanish in public is a marker of ethnolinguistic and ethnoracial difference. Language use
and race come to be constructed and interpreted in relation to one another.” (Rosa, 2016, p. 67).
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Bourdieu (1977) also discussed in a more generalized manner, stating within US contexts, in the
United States, “the public display of linguistic difference is alternately celebrated or stigmatized
depending on the speaker’s social position”.
Rosa (2016b), also encourages us to acknowledge the “intertwined nature of the
relationship between race and class—that is, my analysis of racialization attends to the ways that
racial and class structures are jointly organized” (p. 164). On the other hand, the author also argues
that “race-based analyses make it possible to understand particular forms of linguistic
stigmatization and delegitimization that often elude class-based analyses.” (Rosa, 2016b, p. 164).
He showed the example of a Hispanic principal in a high school, who had a relative privilege class,
but who still was viewed as “linguistically and intellectually inferior in ways that white teachers
subordinate to her in class standing were not, despite their primarily monolingual and occasionally
non-standardized language use” (Rosa, 2016b, p. 164).
Chávez and Guido-DiBrito (1999) discussed that there is not an ethnicity awareness in
majority white communities, unlike minority ones. This would work in detriment to society, since
everyone benefits from an open development of a conscious ethnic identity and, moreover, when
multicultural frameworks are used in their learning environments.
Flores and Rosa (2015) stated that “the white speaking and listening subject should be
understood not as a biographical individual but as an ideological position and mode of perception
that shapes our racialized society” (p. 151). In short, those in the racial and linguistic majority have
ideological power that maps directly back to their majority status and arbitrates particular
ideologies toward their language use and racial privilege. Also, Spanish heritage speakers, who
are the listening subjects as Flores and Rosa (2015) describe, have a more biographical perception
of themselves, as opposed to their mainly white American English peers. For example, because
many heritage speakers are using their heritage language daily and experiencing what that means
in the first person, they can comment directly on such experiences, whereas the majority never has
to experience this possible discomfort as they occupy the ideological space of power.
Furthermore, Kao (2000) argued that in heterogeneous schools there were different beliefs
about different skillsets, depending on race. She found out that soccer teams in a secondary school
were mainly formed by Hispanic and Polish students. Hispanic and Polish students were regarded
as better soccer players, thus relegating certain sports skills to these ethnic groups. While Kao
(2000) does not explicitly discuss language, language plays a role in ascribing particular
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ethnicities, races and thereby language use. This stereotype is an example of how skills can be
ascribed to certain racial groups while not to others.
2.1.5. Language Hierarchies
Language hierarchies are apparent within US society and produced within schools. Bourdieu
(1977) assists in understanding these hierarchies.
Just as, at the level of relations between groups, a language is worth what those who speak
it are worth, so too, at the level of interactions between individuals, speech always owes a
major part of its value to the value of the person who utters it (Bourdieu, p. 652).
Language hierarchies are the manner people organize languages in higher or lower positions
depending on their value to the given society. When we talk about languages, we include their
varieties, their accents and the people who speak them. Wiley (2000) discussed that even when
heritage speakers acquire the majority language, they are still persistently excluded to accent and
their manners of expression, demonstrating that language mastery is not the sole criterion ascribed
by language majority groups about what mastery means.
Lippi-Green (1997) developed the idea of the non-accent myth or abstraction. English in
the US is considered a non-accented language in opposition to English spoken with an L2 accent,
terms that are related to other notions such as race and nationality. A foreign accent can affect a
person’s perception about their origin or race as being foreign or non-American. Thus, a lack of
accent is a representation that that particular language is in a higher position in the hierarchy or is
a language of greater power.
Another manifestation of linguistic hierarchies is when in a multilingual society,
individuals “choose” one language over another. Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) stated that
“language choice and attitudes are inseparable from political arrangements, relations of power,
language ideologies, and interlocutors’ views of their own and others’ identities” (p. 1). Bilingual
and multilingual speakers’ language choices are affected by monoglossic ideologies of the broader
society that may see the minority language as less important or a threat to the majority language.
Not only do these hierarchies also exist in the school system, but Leeman (2012) stated that
“school is a key site where young people are socialized into hegemonic value systems” (p. 44),
particularly around language. However, she states that critical research can challenge these
dominant hierarchies. In the US specifically, English hegemony is reproduced in school as it is in
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the broader society. This inequality within school has been already discussed by different scholars
(Willis, 1977; Foley, 1990; Leeman, 2012).
Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) provided more specific practices that can represent those
linguistic hierarchies in schools. According to her, linguistic genocide is a metaphor within
educational practice is the assimilation of the minority students into the majority. In Indiana,
school practices such as ELL programs, assimilate Spanish heritage speakers into the majority
group of English speakers. Spanish heritage speakers in the US are inculcated that they are doing
something wrong when they are speaking their language, which has real linguistic and cultural
consequences, like abandoning the heritage language resulting in language loss. Moreover, the
author discussed overt and covert linguistic prohibitions in schools. According to her, an
“embarrassment, shame and a feeling of doing something ‘wrong’ is inculcated with those
prohibitions” (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, pp. 344-345).
Lewis, Jones and Baker (2012) discuss two-way immersion programs in the United States.
According to them, some of the reasons to divide the instruction day into two, depending on the
language they are using, are to provide
“increasing time to the majority language when assimilation is predominant; or (b) giving
protected and sometimes maximal time to an indigenous or heritage language to optimise
fluency, literacy, confidence, and positive attitudes around that language; (c) avoiding
inefficiencies in translation and duplication; and (d) prejudices about bilinguals becoming
mentally confused if two languages are active” (Lewis, et al., 2012, p. 643).
However, it seems that due to the monoglossic ideologies in which English is the hegemonic
language, prejudices about being confused and negative ideologies towards heritage speakers’
linguistic flexibility are being forged.
Another manifestation in schools of language hierarchies is the linguistic insecurity of
language minority speakers who feel insecure about the dominant language, English. These
insecurities are due to a lack of proficiency or influence of accent. They are also insecure about
their heritage language, since it is not respected by the majority group. According to Lippi-Green
(1997), such insecurities are a manifestation of “covert prestige” experienced by language minority
students: on the other hand, the majority group experience communicative security at all times,
whereas language minorities consistently and overtly understand their lack of prestige. Heritage
speakers are bilingual subjects; however, they manifest linguistic insecurity in both languages.
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Moreover, language some Spanish-speaking minorities think that translanguaging is not “valid”.
One of the reasons may be the popular notion that individuals translanguage because they have
cognitive confusion due to their bilingualism. However, translanguaging is a natural process that
bilinguals perform with their languages. The view of translanguaging as an impure and not valid
practice was critically discussed by Cummins (1981) and Baker and Wright (2017) and was also
linked to the underachievement of minorities in schools. According to Cummins (2000), “These
subordinated groups have been disempowered educationally in the same way their communities
have been disempowered in the wider society” (p. 49). Also, authors like Creese and Blackledge
(2015), Leeman (2012; 2015) or García and Wei (2014), advocate for the use of translanguaging
since it is related to identity and agency issues.
2.1.6. Language as Capital
Bourdieu (1985) defined linguistic capital as a kind of cultural capital which is related to an
individual’s education and can help them achieve a higher status in society. Linguistic capital
would provide those individuals with symbolic power, which “is an invisible power which is
‘misrecognized’ as such and thereby recognized as legitimate” (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 23). Cultural
capital exists in three forms:
As official titles and designations (for example, positions and educational certificates); as
physical entities (for example, books, paintings, etc.); and as sets of discernible traits (for
example, accents, styles and ways of expressing oneself). However, all are symbolically
powerful in buying power and prestige by defining one’s position in the social hierarchy
(Grenfell, 1998, p. 31).
All these three forms of cultural capital are available for the majority groups and to varying degrees
for minority groups.
Shin (2012), studied how new immigrant Korean students in Canada, who have Korean
accents when speaking English reacted to the majority’s group reaction to the dominant linguistic
racism by the concept of “coolness”. According to Shin (2012) “‘authentic’ English has become a
key source of symbolic capital” (pp. 184-185) for Korean visa students in Toronto. These students
have added value to “varieties of Korean language and culture to claim a new, hybrid identity that
is simultaneously global…Therefore, [they] construct themselves as wealthy, modern, and
cosmopolitan ‘Cools’” (p. 185) in opposition to the long-term immigrants in local Korean
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diasporic communities and White Canadians. Shin’s work demonstrates the different forms of
capital experienced and performed by the same ethnic group with different ages, immigration, and
socioeconomic histories.
2.1.7. Language Ideologies
Language attitudes and ideologies are present within the field of anthropology, linguistics
and education. The study of language ideologies and attitudes is not new, but this area is
experiencing a new rise. The study of language ideologies and language attitudes are intimately
related.
Most of the research on language ideologies and attitudes is related to language
revitalization (Haviland, 2010; Shettle, 2015), language policies (Mar-Molinero & Stevenson,
2006; Fitzsimmons-Doolan, 2014), heritage language (Leeman, 2012) literacy (Martínez-Roldán
& Malavé, 2004), language education (Asmi, 2013; Gonzalez-Carriedo, 2012; Merritt, 2011), and
variation and standardization (Mendieta, 1998; Milroy, 2001), or a combination of these. For
example, King (2000) studied ideologies in heritage language education. Scholars use different
methodologies, and different theoretical frameworks.
King (2000) and Leeman (2012) carry out a similar description of the differences of both
terms, language attitudes and language ideologies. According to both authors, the difference
between language attitudes and ideologies is “partly about different traditions in research, theory,
and expression” (Baker, 1992, p. 14 in King, 2000). However, in general, the study of language
attitudes has been more related to the field of social psychology, and that of language ideologies
has been more related to sociology and anthropology (King, 2000: Leeman, 2012).
Woolard (1998) defines language ideology as the mediating link between language use and
social organization. Later, she developed four central features around ideology that have been used
in social analysis, (Woolard, 1992). The first one is taken as a conceptual or ideational, "having to
do with consciousness, beliefs, notions, or ideas" (p. 273). The second recurring feature represents
the interests of a particular group and these “ideological concepts… are viewed as derived from,
rooted in, reflective of derived from a particular social position” (p. 237) although they are
presented as true. The third perspective on ideology, “the central notion is that of distortion, falsity,
mystification, or rationalization” (p. 238), which make reference to Marxist positions. The fourth
feature is closely connected to “social power and its legitimation” (p. 238).
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According to Silverstein (1979), language ideologies are “sets of beliefs about language
articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language and use” (p. 193).
Also, Irvine (1989) defined language ideologies as “the cultural system of ideas about social and
linguistic relationships, together with their loading of moral and political interests” (p. 255).
King (2000) introduces language use to the language attitudes and ideologies discussion.
According to her, “the analysis of language ideology in the inquiry into the gap between language
attitudes and language behaviour is essential” (p. 168).
Her analysis continues:
If language ideology is in fact a site of interaction between language behaviour on the one
hand, and larger social systems and inequalities on the other, it would then play a crucial
role in understanding the differences described above between expressed language
attitudes and observed language behaviour. More to the point, overt, expressed language
attitudes may only reveal one of several existing language ideologies which are present in
the community and which influence behaviour (King, 2000, p. 169).
In other words, language ideology is the behavior expressed towards a language and the
inequalities in social systems. Language attitudes would only unmask certain language ideologies.
Attitudes are directly observable, but not completely transparent. Language ideologies examine
the deeper ideological constructions informing particular attitudes and related behaviors. Since
language ideologies in society can be unconscious or covert as King (2000) states, it is important
to examine attitudes more deeply to understand the social constructions around language
assimilation, language loss, or language maintenance.
Kroskrity (2004) identifies five levels of organization of language ideologies, which
include: 1) group or individual interests; 2) multiplicity of ideologies; 3) awareness of speakers;
4) mediating functions of ideologies; and 5) the role of language ideology in identity construction.
These five levels are later connected by Leeman (2012) to their application to Spanish heritage
language (SHL) instruction.
According to Leeman (2012), the first level which is related to the interest of a group, is
connected to SHL in the sense of prestige varieties, what is “standard”, or “correct”, which is also
discussed by the “standard language myth” of Lippi-Green (1997). The second level discussed by
Kroskrity (2004) which is the multiplicity of ideologies, is connected by Leeman (2012) to SHL
in the sense of how individuals of a minority group may take up dominant ideologies and how
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others in the same group may resist them. The third level is related to the ideological unawareness
of speakers. Some individuals are aware and explicit about their linguistic ideologies and some are
not. As I have already mentioned, Guido-DiBrito (1999) studied how the majority group, unlike
minorities, manifest their identity in unconscious ways as they reflect the societal norm.
The fourth level is related to how “language ideologies mediate between social structures
and forms of talk” (Leeman, 2012, p. 46), or linking “specific linguistic forms to specific
sociocultural features” is shaped by ideologies. The final level is that “ideologies of language play
an important role in the performance of identity” (Leeman, 2012, p. 47). Identities are flexible and
“negotiated and constructed through practice and interaction with others (Leeman 2012, p. 47).
Also, through language, individuals perform and ascribe identities to others.
In this dissertation, I will follow the definition of language ideology provided by Leeman
(2012) and Kroskrity (2004), that is defined by their five levels. This definition states that language
ideologies are a complex system of beliefs regarding languages and language use (Table 1).
Table 1. Levels of Language Ideologies Adapted from Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman (2012)
Level
Description
1
Group or individual interests
Constructed value of prestige languages (for the majority group, translanguaging is not
a prestige variety).
2
Multiplicity of ideologies
Minority appropriation or resistance language ideologies
3
Awareness of speakers
Conscious to dysconsciousness of language ideologies
4
Mediating functions of ideologies
Constructing language functions based on the ideologies of different social classes
5
Role of language ideologies in identity constructions
Interactions among dominant and minority groups shapes identity constructions
Most of the historic studies investigate children’s language attitudes and ideologies from a
third person perspective including parents (King, 2000), educators, and administrators (Merritt,
2011). In contrast, this study will focus on the first-person narratives of elementary students’
language ideologies, both language and majority students.
According to Erikson’s theory (1963), children between ten and twelve years old begin to
learn what their culture considers important. They constantly compare themselves to others and
their identity is dramatically shifting and developing during this time period. Miller (2017)
investigated language attitudes in primary school (from 1st to 5th grade). On the other hand,
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Merritt (2011), studied the language ideologies of 5th graders in California as reported by teachers
and administrators. The author accounts for the differences and conflicts in ideologies of language
learning and use perceived by teachers and administrators and how they affect students. But,
children’s own ideologies at this age have not yet been studied. Also, most of the studies are
focused on language attitudes, not ideologies. King (2000) posits that we need to research attitudes
in relationship to ideologies to look at social systems and inequalities, not perceived in language
attitudes. Thus, this study intends to fulfill this gap by examining the language ideologies of
elementary students within a qualitative, case study design.
2.1.8. Theoretical Framework: Critical Theory
Critical theory suggests that power relationships are inherently unequal and that the
dominant group always arbitrates decisions that privileges the maintenance of the dominant group.
Critical theory has been applied in multiple disciplines, but more recently has been applied by
Pennycook (2001) within applied linguistics to show how power influences language learning
conditions for majority and minority groups. Critical theory, in which critical linguistics and
critical language studies are embedded, studies “the processes by which social inequality is
produced and sustained, and the struggle to reduce inequality to bring about greater forms of social
justice” (Tollefson, 2006, p. 44). According to Gonzalez-Carriedo (2012) we take into
consideration that that language minorities have historically been dominated by the hegemonic
practices of the majority group, the framework to follow for this research and that aligns with the
research questions was critical theory.
Bourdieu (1991) is one of the main scholars within critical theory from which this study is
drawn. He viewed language as more than a fixed and autonomous single entity, but a dynamic
construction among individuals and the greater sociopolitical context. According to Grenfell
(2011) “Bourdieu encourages us to think of language as representing and carrying a whole social
dynamic, as well as occulting the processes that constitute it" (p. 2). Bourdieu was also concerned
with the dynamics of power in society and how those were constructed within notions of capital.
According to Bourdieu (1986) there are three types of capital: Economic capital which
“may be institutionalized in the form of property rights” (p. 47), cultural capital which “may be
institutionalized in the form of educational qualifications (p. 47), and social capital
“institutionalized in the form of a title of nobility” (p. 47).
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For the purpose of this dissertation I focus on cultural capital, which is relevant for the
topic I am discussing since linguistic capital is a form of cultural capital. According to Bourdieu
(1986), cultural capital can exist in three forms: 1) embodied state, 2) objectified state and, 3)
institutionalized state. The embodied state refers to what it is called culture or cultivation and can
be acquired “to a varying extent depending on the period, the society, and social class” (p. 48).
More simply, this is the knowledge someone has and/or is acquiring. The objectified state refers
to the “cultural goods” or material objects like books, instruments, or dictionaries (p. 47). In short,
these are the items one possesses to represent their material value. Also, an individual may have
cultural good, but not have an embodied state of such cultural good. They may own a violin, but
not know how to play the violin. The last form of cultural capital, institutionalized state, refers to
the “objectification of cultural capital in the form of academic qualifications” (p. 50). Simply put,
someone has a degree or some sort of certification. An individual that has all forms of cultural
capital has knowledge (embodied state), cultural goods (instruments) and the institutionalized state
(a degree or certificate). Language can be seen as a form of cultural capital. Thus, in the context
of this study, I use Bourdieu’s constructs of cultural capital to examine English and heritage
students’ forms of cultural capital.
Bourdieu (1991) also discussed the notion of official language in relation to political unity.
He stated,
To speak of the language, without further specification… is tacitly to accept the official
definition of the official language of a political unit. This language is the one which, within
the territorial limits of that unit, imposes itself on the whole population as the only
legitimate language (p. 45).
According to Bourdieu’s words, this language would be imposed in a territory who aims to be a
political unit. More than one language or variations of language may exist in that territory, which
would cause an imbalance if one variation is taken as the official accepted language.
Bourdieu (1991) also commented about the use of a language in the case of bilingualism
or a particular variety of language, in the case of social classes,
that to impose itself as the only legitimate one, the linguistic market has to be unified and
the different dialects (of class, region or ethnic group) have to be measured practically
against the legitimate language or usage. Integration into a single ‘linguistic community’,
which is a product of the political domination that is endlessly reproduced by institutions
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capable of imposing universal recognition of the dominant language, is the condition for
the establishment of relations of linguistic domination” (Bourdieu, pp. 45-46).
Thus, the majority group would dominate and impose its language through the means of
institutions (like schools), which would perpetuate the value of that dominant language. Bourdieu
(1977) also articulated that “a language is worth what those who speak it are worth” (p. 652), so
the ‘lesser’ value of the minority group would be perpetually reproduced through the institutions
of the political unit, the country and thereby its schools. Moreover, Bourdieu (1991) described
symbolic power,
as a power of constituting the given through utterances, of making people see and believe,
of conforming or transforming the vision of the world and, thereby, action on the world,
and thus the world itself, an almost magical power which enables one to obtain the
equivalent of what is obtained through force (whether physical or economic) by virtue of
the specific effect of mobilization (p. 168).
Symbolic power can provide linguistic capital. Symbolic power “is an invisible power which is
‘misrecognized’ as such and thereby recognized as legitimate” (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 23). This power
creates imbalance between the different groups in society.
Leeman (2012) states that “by critically analyzing the language ideologies reflected and
reinforced in Spanish as a heritage language, this kind of research can challenge dominant
hierarchies and suggest directions for a more socially responsive pedagogy” (p. 44). According to
Leeman (2012) “the study of language ideologies…has emphasized the connection of ideologies
to questions of power” (p. 43).
In referencing the literature review, I map tenets of language ideologies (Kroskrity, 2004;
Leeman, 2012) to Bourdieu’s work on cultural capital. In consideration of prestige varieties of
language, Bourdieu’s work connects with institutionalized knowledge as a political unit, which is
valued or devalued depending on the worth of the unit, which connects to social class.
Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman (2012) discuss the resistance or appropriation of majority
languages by minority speakers. This work connects to Bourdieu’s work on the imbalance that can
occur when creating a political unit in which there are different language groups and one group
takes their language as the official or most used in the territory. Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman
(2012) also discussed the ideological unawareness of speakers since some individuals are aware
and explicit about their linguistic ideologies and some are not, which was also discussed by Lippi-

29
Green (1997). This was also discussed by Guido-DiBrito (1999), according to whom, the majority
group, unlike minorities, manifest their identity in unconscious ways. Bourdieu (1986) stated that
dysconsioussness can make the institution continue to behave as it is, reproducing that imbalance.
Also, Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman (2012) discussed the mediating functions of ideologies.
Language ideologies are the mediators between forms of talk and social structures or social classes.
Bourdieu, relates class to the embodied state of cultural capital and the role of language ideologies
in identity constructions. Finally, Kroskrity (2004) and Leeman (2012) stated that the interactions
among dominant and minority groups shape identity constructions, and according to Bourdieu
(1977), the value of a language is about the value of the speakers within that society.
Heritage language learners are a heterogeneous group that have in common the inequalities
to which they are exposed in schools and the broader society. The study of heritage students and
English peers’ language ideologies may shed light regarding future directions in the study of
heritage speakers.
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3. METHODOLOGY

This research uses a cross-case study to examine the language ideologies of Spanish 5th
grade heritage speakers and their English peers in two different sites: A monolingual Englishmedium school and a Bilingual (English and Spanish) school with a dual-language immersion
program, or to use García’s (2011) term, a dual language bilingual education (DLBE) program.
Both schools were in the state of Indiana. Data collected for this study occurred throughout the
2015-2016 school year. This particular design was chosen to make a cross-comparison among two
sets of 5th graders under different instructional language conditions. Gerring (2007) defines a crosscase study as the point in which the focus moves from an “individual case to a sample of cases”
(p. 20). He also states that a cross-case study operates at a different level than a case study and it
focuses on cross-case variation.
3.1 Research Design
As mentioned before, one of the schools had a DLBE or English/Spanish-medium school
and the other one is an English monolingual school, Pine Grove Elementary School, with an ELL
program model and multiple English language learners who are Spanish heritage speakers.
According to Mathison (2005) a cross-case study “examines themes, similarities, and differences
across cases” (p. 96) and it “is used when the unit of analysis is a case, which is any bounded unit,
such as an individual, group, artifact, place, organization, or interaction” (p. 96). This design was
selected because I wanted to see the variation within and between the two different sites: the
monolingual school and the bilingual school settings. I wanted to examine similar locations with
different language instructional conditions. Further, I wanted to examine how elementary students
construct their ideologies around language use. This approach was best suited for answering the
research question and identifying how and why students develop their preferences towards
particular languages within these different schools (Gerring, 2007).
A cross-case analysis is both a way of analyzing across cases and the means for making
connections and relationships across the cases studied. In evaluation, the focus of a cross-case
analysis is often common outcomes for a number of cases. For example, an evaluation of a
mathematics curriculum may have classrooms as the unit of analysis, or case, and the cross-case
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analysis might look at teacher satisfaction and student achievement across all classrooms related
to the math curriculum.
3.1.1. Description of Cross-Case Study
According to Yin (2009) a case study research concentrates on answering questions that
ask how, why, or where and that the researcher has little control of events that are happening. He
elaborates that case studies are much more than this; they must have a logical design, pre-described
data collection techniques, and pre-determined data, analysis, and methods. A case study is
preferred when we are examining contemporary events, and when the relevant behaviors cannot
be manipulated. This type of study relies on many of the same techniques as a history, but it adds
two sources of evidence not usually included in the historian's repertoire: direct observation and
systematic interviewing (Yin, 2009, p. 8). The addition of these data makes the case study more
comprehensive and thus, more rigorous.
Adams and White (1994) stated that the researcher can most visibly display the ‘mindless’
description of many case study theses during the cross-case analysis. According to Carson and
Nelson (1994), the cross-case analysis “emphasizes reasons why differences occur, with an
explanation of why a difference was found” (p. 106). These authors also state that in the crosscase analysis “quotations from interviews are used frequently to justify conclusions about
differences between cases” (p. 106). Carson and Nelson (1994) also discussed that for cross-case
analysis, most qualitative researchers use some form of content analysis, i.e. they code groups of
words into categories in the transcripts.
3.1.2. Rationale for Cross-Case Study Research
The purpose and research problem of the study helped frame the type of methodology that
could be used in this dissertation. The purpose was to explore the language ideologies of heritage
speakers in elementary school and their peers at two different sites: a bilingual school with an
immersion program and an English-only medium school in Indiana. McGroarty (2010) articulates
different methods to study language ideologies including quantitative research, which is related to
the study of language attitudes. Generally, methods used within attitudinal research include the
use of survey methods or corpus-based research, which is quantitative.
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On the other hand, qualitative research on language ideologies is more related to research
in classroom interactions, language choice in classrooms, or ideologies constructed within
institutions. According to Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) “qualitative research is suited to promoting
a deep understanding of a social setting or activity as viewed from the perspective of the research
participants” (pp. 7-8) and it needs to have a stress on “exploration, discovery, and description”
(p. 8). There are multiple studies on language ideologies that use case studies (Auleear Owodally
& Unjore, 2013; González-Carriedo, 2014; Rahil Akbarpour, 2013) and cross-case studies
(Briceño, 2018).
The purpose of using a cross-case study in a monolingual English-medium school and a
Spanish/English-medium school with the same types of participants was to identify the ways in
which they construct their language ideologies within their schools. My main focus was how
language ideologies were appropriated differently among the two groups mentioned in the two
different scenarios. I wanted to examine the themes, similarities and differences across cases
(Mathison, 2005).
The aims of a monolingual and bilingual schools are very different and thus, a cross-case
study is the best suited match for the scope of this inquiry. According to Baker and Sienkewicz
(2000), we need to differentiate between a school that promotes bilingualism and a school where
there are bilingual students. According to the authors, in certain schools there are bilingual children
but their main “educational aim is to develop one language only” (p. 90). When Spanish heritage
speakers enter school, they may only speak Spanish and the aim of monolingual schools is to
“make that child fluent and literate in English only” (p. 20). The main language priority of teachers
is “the child’s integration and assimilation into mainstream society” (Baker and Sienkewicz, 2000,
p. 20). However, the aim of a bilingual school is to teach students two languages in those languages
and develop full bilingualism and biliteracy (Baker and Sienkewicz, 2000). This study intends to
illuminate the differences and similarities between 5th graders’ language ideologies toward Spanish
and English appropriation in both scenarios.
3.1.3. Reliability, Validity and Transferability of Cross-Case Study
According to Richards (2015), in qualitative research, the new ways of gauging validity
are credibility, transferability, dependability, or confirmability. According to her, there are two
ways of ‘checking’ validity: triangulation and member checking (or respondent validation).
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(Triangulation is explained in section 3.4.4). In this study, the data was triangulated with the use
of different methods: individual interviews, focus groups interviews, drawings + transparencies
(language portraits), and field notes.
Member checking means that “the researcher produces a report, and subsequently has it
reviewed by those studied” (Richards, 2015, p. 159). At the beginning of the individual interviews
and with the aid of the field notes, I carried out brief warm up and reminder of what had been
discussed in the previous interview. This way, children could review what they had said before
and correct the interviewer.
Regarding reliability, Richards (2015) states that “the best way to assure that your work is
reliable is to have well-validated procedures in all that you do, so people can see that you always
‘deliver the goods’” (p. 160). Thus, the procedures of method triangulation and validity checks
would assure that the study is reliable.
Guba (1981) replaced traditional quantitative terms for others more qualitative such as
credibility for validity, transferability for external validity, dependability for reliability, and
confirmability for objectivity. Guba (1981), suggested that triangulation, prolonged engagement
and persistent observation, member checking, peer debriefing, and negative case analysis stablish
credibility. Negative case analysis includes the search and discussion of the data that do not support
or contradict patterns or explanations that emerge from the analysis of the data. A very thorough
description enhances transferability, and auditing stablishes dependability and confirmability.
Thus, since this is a qualitative study, the goal is possible transferability (Lincoln & Guba,
1985) of data collection procedures, which can be conducted with full realization that outcomes
are contextually based and will vary across settings. According to the authors, one can evaluate
the extent to which the conclusions are transferable to other settings, situations, times, and people
when a phenomenon is described in sufficient detail.
3.1.4. Context: Participants and Research Site
This study focused on interviews with 5th grade Spanish heritage speakers (N=10) and
their English peers (N=9), their drawings that they created during the interviews, the language
portraits that they included over the drawings and, field notes taken by the researcher. As already
mentioned, the study employed a qualitative, cross-case study of the participants already cited in
two different sites: An English monolingual school with an ELL program and a Spanish/English
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bilingual school in the state of Indiana, Pine Grove Elementary School. The school was regarded
as urban, and the bilingual school as suburban and both had experienced rapid demographic growth
of ELs in the last 10 years.
3.2. Context of Study
The two sites of study provide a contrast between different language program types. Pine
Grove Elementary School has an ELL program with more than 300 ELL students within the
building. The focus of ELL programs in this school is to convert the heritage speakers into English
speakers, favoring the English acquisition as a first aim, consistent with most language program
models throughout the US.
The bilingual school, Sun Valley Elementary School, has two kinds of programs: a Full
Immersion program and a Dual Immersion program (e.g. DLBE). The Full Immersion Program is
available from kindergarten through grade 12. In grades K-2, students receive 80% of their
instruction in Spanish and 20% of their instruction is in English. In 3rd grade, students receive
70% of their instruction in Spanish and 30% of their instruction in English. In grades 4, 5 and 6,
half of the instructional day is taught in Spanish; the remainder is taught in English. The subject
areas of English language arts and Math are taught in English. Science, social studies and Spanish
language arts are taught in Spanish. By the end of elementary school, students in the Spanish
Immersion Program are able to speak, read, and write in both English and Spanish and is stated on
their district website. Most students in the full immersion program are English speakers or
language majority students.
In the Dual Immersion (DLBE) program, half of the students in each classroom are
dominant Spanish speakers (heritage speakers) and half are dominant English speakers. Instruction
follows the same percentages as the Full Immersion Program. Nevertheless, in this program, the
Spanish heritage speaking students and the non-Spanish heritage speaking students are
intentionally mixed in the same classroom to assist each other in language development. By the
end of elementary school, students in this program are able to speak, read and write in both English
and Spanish, having the same aims as the full immersion program. The focus of this inquiry is
among Spanish heritage speakers and English peers who are in this dual immersion program.
Teachers in the Sun Valley Elementary School are fluent in the language they use for
instruction. Those who teach in Spanish come from a wide variety of Spanish-speaking countries,
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representative of different language varieties, ethnicities, and races. Their Spanish teachers come
from Puerto Rico and the Catalonia region of Spain and are multilingual speakers. The Puerto
Rican teacher is bilingual and speaks Spanish as her dominant language and the Catalonian teacher
is tri-lingual speaking Catalan as her heritage language, Spanish as her second and English as her
third language. Their English teachers are from Indiana, USA and are monolingual English
speakers. Each student spends half of the day with an English teacher and half of the day with a
Spanish teacher, consistent with a provision of 50/50 in each language for each day.
3.2.1. Local Demographics
Indiana is located in the Midwest region of the United States of America. The estimation
of the population by July 2016 was 6,666,818 people (United States Census Bureau, 2018). The
percentages regarding “Race and Hispanic Origin” were as follows: 85.6% White, 9.7% Black or
African American, and 6.8% of Hispanic or Latino.
In the academic year of 2015-2016, the total enrollment in schools was 1,131,0000 (Indiana
Department of Education, 2018). The enrollment by ethnicity was 69.7% White, 12% Black, 4.7
% of students were multiracial, 0.2% were American Indians, 2.2 % were Asian and 11.1% were
Hispanic. The percentage of English Language Learners was 4.7%. In the next sections, I am going
to report the demographics for the two schools where data were collected: Pine Grove Elementary
(the monolingual school) and Sun Valley Elementary (the bilingual school).
3.2.1.1. Monolingual School: Pine Grove Elementary
The monolingual school is one of 9 elementary schools in a district of 7,743 total students.
Within the district, 842 students (10.7%) are eligible for ELL services, as their level of English is
still limited. The district provides an ELL program for children in all elementary schools, but the
provision of ELL specialized staff is limited with only three full-time ELL teachers throughout the
district. There is only one ELL certified teacher for the entire elementary district, formed by nine
elementary schools. The provision of ELL instruction at the elementary level is therefore, limited.
Pine Grove Elementary has more than 300 ELL students within the building (Indiana
Department of Education, 2017). This monolingual school has 5th and 6th grade students and is
called an intermediate school. While the students are still regarded as elementary students, students
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transition for each subject area and have different teachers for each. During the 2015- 2016 school
year there were 525 students in grade 5, and 555 in grade 6, for a total of 1,080 students.
During the 2015-2016 academic year, in 5th grade there were 88 Black students enrolled
in the school, which represented the 16.8% of the total number of 5th graders. Other 39 students
were Multiracial, which represented another 7.4%. Two hundred and forty-five or 46.7% of
students were white. One student (0.2%) was Asian. And one hundred and fifty-two students or
29% were Hispanic.
There were 28 (5.3%) English Language Learners in this school in 5th grade in 2015-2016
academic year. However, this does not mean that all those ELLs were Hispanic, and not all
Hispanic are included in ELL language programming. The rest of students in 5th grade, 495
(94.7%) were non-English Language Learners. During the academic year of 2015-2016,
enrollment of English Language Learners was lower than in the previous academic years. During
the previous academic year, 2014-2015, the number of ELL was 75 (13.2%).
3.2.1.2. Bilingual School: Sun Valley Elementary School
The bilingual school is one of 11 elementary schools in a district of 15,591 total students.
Within the district, 1,823 students or 11.7% are eligible for ELL services, as their level of English
is still limited. The district provides an ELL program for children in the other 10 elementary
schools, but the language model has an ELL focus with little to no use of the heritage language.
Data were collected from Sun Valley, which has two kinds of programs: A full immersion
and a dual immersion program. The full immersion program is available from kindergarten through
grade 12. In grades K-2, students receive 80% of their instruction in Spanish and 20% of their
instruction is in English. In 3rd grade, students receive 70% of their instruction in Spanish and
30% of their instruction in English. In grades 4, 5 and 6, half of the instructional day is taught in
Spanish; the remainder is taught in English. The classroom is mainly populated by Englishdominant students.
In the dual immersion program, half of the students in each classroom are dominant
Spanish speakers and half are dominant English speakers. Instruction follows the same percentages
as the full immersion program with appreciably less of the heritage language over time.
Nevertheless, in this program, the Spanish heritage speaking students and the non-Spanish heritage
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speaking students are intentionally mixed in the same classroom to assist each other in language
development.
Teachers in the bilingual school are fluent in the language they use for instruction, and
those who teach in Spanish come from a wide variety of Spanish speaking countries from all over
the world, promoting the inclusion of different Spanish language varieties, races, and national
origins.
The number of 5th graders during the academic year of 2015-2016 was 79 (Indiana
Department of Education, 2017). Also, during the 2015-2016 academic year seven students were
multiracial, which represented 8.9%. Twelve were Black, or 15.2% of the overall student
population. Thirty-four students, representative of 43%, were Hispanic, and 26 (32.9%) were
White.
The total number of participants was 19 (Table 2). Eleven of them were from Sun Valley
Elementary bilingual school of which six were Spanish heritage speakers (ELLs): four girls and
two boys. The other five were English peers of which two were boys and three were girls.
Eight of the participants were from the monolingual school, Pine Grove Elementary, of
which four were Spanish heritage speakers (ELLs): three girls and one boy; and the other four
were monolingual English peers: three boys and one girl (Table 2).
Both groups, heritage speakers and their English peers, completed a similar number and
type of sessions in which they were interviewed; background (demographic) questionnaires were
filled out with the information collected in those interviews (Table 2).
3.2.2. Participants in Each Site
The total number of participants was 19 (Table 2). Eleven of them were from Sun Valley
Elementary bilingual school, of which six were Spanish heritage speakers (ELLs): four girls and
two boys. The other five were English peers of which two were boys and three were girls.
Eight of the participants were from the monolingual school, Pine Grove Elementary, of
which four were Spanish heritage speakers (ELLs): three girls and one boy; and the other four
were monolingual English peers: three boys and one girl (Table 2).
Both groups, heritage speakers and their English peers, completed a similar number and
type of sessions in which they were interviewed; background (demographic) questionnaires were
filled out with the information collected in those interviews (Table 2).
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Table 2. Participants
Monolingual school

Bilingual school

Spanish heritage speakers 3 girls

4 girls

1 boy
1 girl

2 boys
3 girls

3 boys

2 boys

N=8

N=11

English peers

TOTAL

These children were purposefully selected for the study of ideologies of heritage languages
and cultures by the ones that represent those (the heritage speakers) and the ones that are around
them (their English peers). Throughout the study, I will reference students as heritage or peers to
distinguish between Spanish-dominant students and English-dominant students.
The selection was done in coordination with principals at the two buildings, with the
condition that they were all 5th graders: Spanish heritage speakers and English peers. ELLs and
English speakers were selected at schools by the principals. This type of selection is best suited
for this inquiry since it was a representative sample of Spanish heritage speakers and their English
peers in the two specific contexts. In qualitative research, the sample selection is small and can be
purposeful, and the investigator “spends a substantial amount of time in the natural setting of the
study, often in intense contact with participants” (Merriam, 1998, p. 8).
The students are from 5th grade and are between 10-12 years old. This age group was
selected for various reasons. According to Erikson’s theory (1963), at this age they begin to learn
what their culture considers important. They are more involved in peer groups, putting them in a
position to constantly compare themselves to others. Depending on the kind of comparison
(favorable or not) that is made, they are motivated to work and accomplish more, or they may feel
inferior to their peers. This also happens before adolescence when their identity is dramatically
shifting and developing.
Furthermore, Merritt (2011), studied the language ideologies of 5th graders in California.
The author accounts for the differences and conflicts in ideologies of language learning and use
perceived by teachers and administrators and how they affect students. But, children’s own
ideologies at this age have not yet been studied.
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3.3. Data Sources/Procedures
The data were collected for another transdisciplinary research project that had two main
foci. First, the original study on language ideologies focused on Mandarin and Spanish heritage
speakers in different school settings. Secondly, another team of researchers studied the syntactic
analysis of those Spanish and Chinese language use among elementary students. For the purpose
of this dissertation, only the participants whose parents approved the use of the data for other future
studies were recruited for inclusion in this dissertation study.
Once the data was collected for the transdisciplinary study, it was taken to a university
laboratory and uploaded to a server where it was stored under electronic password protection.
Children’s names were changed and assigned a conventionalized code for the rest of the
investigation, in order to preserve the children’s anonymity. For the purpose of this dissertation
those codes were changed to fictional names or pseudonyms for each child. In total 19 participants
agreed to have data analyzed for this dissertation project.
3.3.1. Recruitment
The co-principal investigator contacted the principals at the schools informing them about
the type of research to be conducted. When they accepted the investigation, the research team and
I went to the school where we met one of the counselors (Pine Grove Elementary) and the principal
(Sun Valley Elementary) that was in charge of introducing us to the students and teachers and
provided us with their information and a place where we could interview the children. Teachers
had informed the counselors or principal about the heritage speakers that were in their classrooms.
Parents’ consent forms for the study were sent to the schools’ counselors who distributed them
among the ELLs and the English peers. Parental forms were signed and returned to the school in
a secured location for later collection by the research team.
3.3.2. Participants’ Consent
When the school gave their permission for us to carry out the study, I went to the
classrooms to pull out students that I would interview. Students gave me the parents’ signed
consent forms. Then, we went to a quiet place and explained in a very basic way what the study
was about and offered the student a consent form in 5th grader’s language. Students were offered
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those forms in English and/or Spanish and when they consented to continue to the interview, they
signed the document and we began our first interview together.
All Hispanic parents from both schools chose the consent form written in Spanish, except
Manuela’s mother (Manuela will be presented in Chapter 4). All the English peers’ parents from
both schools signed the consent form written in English. Spanish heritage speakers from the
monolingual school chose the consent form written in English. Half of the Spanish heritage
speakers in the bilingual school (Candela, Bea, and Jose, who will be introduced in Chapter 5)
signed the consent form in Spanish. And the other half of the Spanish heritage speakers in the
bilingual school (Sofia, Victoria, and Julio, who will be introduced in Chapter 5) signed the consent
form in English. All English peers in both schools signed the consent form in English.
3.3.3. Collected Data
3.3.3.1. Individual Interviews
The research team carried out between two and four individual semi-structured interviews.
Students were called from their classrooms and we initiated a conversation with them. In the case
of bilingual children and interviewers, we asked them what language they preferred to use, starting
in English. For the purposes of the syntactic analysis of the data for the transdisciplinary project,
we had to have interviews in both languages, but most of the interviews were carried out in the
language that the student preferred. There was an interview protocol (see Appendix A) to maintain
a common structure in order to discover the language ideologies of the children. However, the
protocol was not fixed and interviewers could expand on issues considered relevant to the unit of
analysis, making the interviews semi-structured. The way the interviewers expanded on interesting
issues was by telling the participants: “tell me more about it…”, “can you give me an example?”,
or “what do you mean by …?”
3.3.3.2. Drawings
During the first interview, students were asked to make a drawing to aid the them in telling
their story about their daily routine and their use of language. They were given paper and colored
markers to do the drawing. In the second or third interview (depending on the time the child took
to make the drawing), children were prompted to fill their drawings with thinking bubbles and
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descriptions on a transparency, which they overlaid onto the drawing so that they could add more
insights to each situation they had drawn. Drawings were suggested by the co-PI who is a professor
in the Curriculum and Development Department at Purdue University. Drawings could provide
the children with the time to think more deeply about their language use. At the final stage, children
were given a transparency and were explained its purpose. I asked them if they knew what a
thinking bubble was. If they did not know, I explained them with the aid of a transparency with a
comic with thinking and speech bubbles on it. The use of the transparency was also suggested by
the co-PI professor (PI) from the Department of Curriculum and Development. The transparency
overlay allowed for children to express their emotions toward language as a means to understand
how they constructed their ideologies around language use. They also chose the language they
selected for each thinking, speech bubble or descriptors.
3.3.3.3. Emojis
For the final one on one interview, researchers used a table with emojis (Figure 1) that
could facilitate the way children expressed their feelings towards languages and their use. The idea
of using emojis to help the children express their emotion was brought up also by the co-PI who
is a professor in the Department of Curriculum and development at Purdue University. In some of
these final interviews the researchers used other materials (a poster in the room which expressed
children emotions and encouraging children to express their own emotions with through creating
emojis not included in the table provided) in order to facilitate their answers. Students were asked
what the emoji they had chosen meant for clarification. The interview sessions lasted
approximately 20 minutes in order to be of minimal interruption to instruction and were done
during times that the teacher deemed most convenient. Interviews were video recorded and voice
recorded and thereafter, transcribed.
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Figure 1. Emojis used to illuminate language ideologies

3.3.3.4. Focus Groups
The last interview was carried out in homogeneous language groups: An English peer
group and a Spanish heritage group. Children shared stories with those in their respective group
(four in total, two groups in each site) by using their drawings, their thoughts and feelings towards
languages, and their daily routine related to language use. The intention of the focus group
interviews was to study the interactions among the participants and compare them to their
individual interviews. The sessions lasted approximately 20 minutes in order to be of minimal
interruption to instruction and were done during times that the teacher deemed appropriate.
3.3.3.4. Field Notes
During the interviews, I took notes, which later helped to be compared to the information
provided by the children. The sort of information collected in the field notes was related to
children’s biographical information, including age, number of siblings and parents’ jobs. I also
noted the emojis that they chose when talking about how they felt about languages or any other
information considered relevant for the study.
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3.3.4. Transcription of Data
At the end of every session of interviews, the data was saved in a secured server, where it
was coded with pseudonyms and ordered into folders. After ordering the videos in different
folders, sessions were transcribed using ELAN, and coded by the researcher, with the help of
research assistants that worked in the Indigenous and Endangered Languages Laboratory
(IELLab). The information that remained attached to the data was the age of each child, their
gender, and the language(s) they speak. Identifiable information was stored as an electronic file
under electronic password protection. Consent forms were stored in a locked filing cabinet and a
password protected server at Purdue. Those forms were also scanned so that the researcher was
able to keep a digital copy of the participants that could be analyzed in the current research and
stored securely.
The drawings and their transparencies with text (thinking bubbles and descriptors) were
also scanned, stored, and password protected. The transcriptions, drawings, and field notes, which
held only the pseudonyms of participants were uploaded to Nvivo for qualitative analysis.
As mentioned before, the language data (transcriptions) will remain de-identified (except
for the age of the child, gender, code name and language information mentioned above), but not
destroyed.
3.4. Data Analysis
In this section, I discuss the different stages of the data analysis. First, I describe the open
coding stage, then the upload of the data to the Nvivo 11 software for qualitative analysis, the
selection of codes, the data triangulation, and the role of the researcher.
3.4.1. Open Coding
When all the data was transcribed and organized it was downloaded as Word documents
from ELAN and organized into different folders. I selected the data from the children whose
parents consented to be used in other studies (N=19).
The first stage of the data analysis was the open coding that was carried out in an inductive
way. According to Thomas (2006) “inductive analysis refers to approaches that primarily use
detailed readings of raw data to derive concepts, themes, or a model through interpretations made
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from the raw data by an evaluator or researcher” (p. 237). Inductive analysis was used since it is
an exploratory manner of examining the phenomena.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, I used a critical theoretical lens to analyze the data, including
the (a) Nationalization and racializing language; (b) Language hierarchies; (c) Identity; and (d)
Language as capital. As Thomas (2006) states, “the primary purpose of the inductive approach is
to allow research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant, or significant themes inherent
in raw data” (p. 238), consistent with an exploratory focus. The open coding was discussed with
the research team myself (PI), PI2 and PI4, who guided our discussions. At the end of the open
coding stage, researchers decided the codes they were going to analyze for the common
transdisciplinary study from which this dissertation emerged.
3.4.2. Nvivo 11 Software
After the open coding stage, I uploaded the Word documents and the drawings into Nvivo.
Nvivo is a software computer program for qualitative analysis. Nvivo allows you to create the
codes for analysis in order to classify and categorize large volumes of data.
At this stage I separated from the transdisciplinary group and created my own analysis of
the data for the present study. I conducted an independent read through of the data and created new
codes. From those codes (called nodes in Nvivo) I selected the most representative, and common
in the data and focused on these specific areas. Those codes came from the categories that were
the most prominent and/or repeated in the data.
3.4.3. Codes
The emergent codes fell into four areas. Those codes are: (a) Nationalization and
racializing language; (b) Language hierarchies; (c) Identity; and (d) Language as capital.
(a) Nationalization and racializing language is related to the new field of raciolinguistics
(Alim et al., 2016; Rosa & Flores, 2015). It is related to the view that the way society is structured
is highly determined by the relation between race and language. (b) Language hierarchies is related
to the manner people organize languages in higher or lower positions depending on their
importance. When we talk about languages, we include their varieties, their accents and the people
who speak them. (c) Identity is related to the way someone thinks about himself (and others) in
terms of culture, ethnicity, language or belonging or not to a group or community. And (d)
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Language as capital is related to the notion that language is something you own and you can use
for different purposes like getting a better job. Usually this view of language is in contrast to the
construct of identity. These four units of analysis will help answer the research question of the
present study:
How are language ideologies appropriated differently among English dominant students
and Spanish heritage students in English-monolingual-medium and Spanish/Englishbilingual-medium elementary schools?
3.4.4. Triangulation
A combination of different methods and sources was utilized for the data collection for this
study including, individual interviews, focus groups interviews, drawings and language portraits
and field notes. These different sources of data allowed for triangulation to ensure greater
reliability for the study’s findings. According to Merriam (1998), “rigor in qualitative research
derives from the researcher’s presence, the nature of the interaction between researcher and
participants, the triangulation of the data, the interpretation of perceptions, and rich, thick
descriptions” (p. 151).
3.4.5. Role of Researcher
As mentioned before, this study was part of a broader transdisciplinary investigation. I was
part of a team of researchers that conducted the interviews. We were four principal investigators
(PIs): myself as the PI, with a co-PI called PI2, a fellow graduate student of Chinese heritage, and
a co-PI called PI3, a professor from the Curriculum and Instruction Department at Purdue
University, and PI4, a Linguistics professor from the English Department.
In qualitative analysis, the role of the researcher is an active one. Their presence can
influence the participants’ responses. As a heritage speaker of Spanish from Spain, I speak a
different variety of Spanish than more of the Spanish heritage speakers I studied but reflected the
linguistic usage of some of their teachers who are from Spain. My language facility created
reciprocity with many of the Spanish heritage speakers and gave me credibility among the English
peers, particularly in the bilingual school.
As I worked on the data collection of this project with other co-researchers, the reciprocity
and credibility that they had differed from my own. This is a potential limitation of this research.
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To address the different ways co-researchers collected and interpreted data, we worked in frequent
collaboration to ensure consistency in data collection.
3.5. Conclusion
Although this study comes from a broader transdisciplinary research project where
different co-PIs were participating, the final analysis has been carried out by myself (PI). The
cross-case study aims to find out how language ideologies are appropriated differently among
English dominant students and Spanish heritage speakers in English-monolingual-medium and
Spanish/English-bilingual-elementary schools. The use of a cross-case study and data triangulation
strengthen the reliability of this investigation. The four units of analysis or codes mentioned will
be closely examined in the next chapters, where findings are divided by the monolingual school
and the bilingual medium school.
3.6. Limitations and Delimitations
Interviews were semi-structured and conducted by four different investigators. One of the
main limitations may be that each investigator attended to the interview in different manners. Also,
as it is taken into account in qualitative analysis, the responses of the children may have varied
depending on the interviewer, including the heritage languages of the investigators which included
English, Spanish and Mandarin-Chinese.
Another limitation of the study is that, as children are developing their proficiency in
languages, how they express themselves may be restricted by their level of language proficiency.
Most language ideology studies within schools have been conducted with teachers (King, 2000;
Merritt, 2011), whereas this study focuses on children’s language ideologies as reported by
children. This study intends to address this gap by examining young, elementary children’s
language ideologies in an English-medium school and a bilingual medium (English/Spanish)
school.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS: PINE GROVE ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL (ENGLISH-MEDIUM SCHOOL)

4.1. Introduction
In this chapter I discuss the findings and analysis related to the data collected in the English
monolingual school in Indiana. Firstly, I am going to provide detailed information about the
demographics of the school. Then, I am going to introduce the first group of participants, the
English monolingual peers. After introducing the first group of participants, I discuss and display
the drawings in which they describe their daily lives. Then, I analyze the individual interviews in
connection to the drawings. Next, I analyze the focus group interviews of the monolingual English
peers.
Secondly, I individually introduce the second group of participants in Pine Grove School,
a group of Spanish heritage speakers. Then, I describe and display the drawings of their daily life
and language use. Next, I analyze the individual interviews in connection with the drawings.
Ultimately, I analyze the focus group interviews of the Spanish heritage speakers. At the very end
of this chapter, I compare analysis of both groups of participants: namely, the monolingual English
peers and the Spanish heritage speakers.
4.2. School Information: Pine Grove Elementary School
As mentioned in Chapter 3, one of the schools where data were collected was a
monolingual English-medium school with an ELL program with more than 300 ELL students
within the building (Indiana Department of Education, 2017). The demographics of the school
were explained in section 3.2.1. However, I display a graph as a reminder. As we can see in the
graph (Figure 2), almost half of the students were White and the 29% were Hispanic.
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Figure 2. English-medium school, Pine Grove Elementary
The following graph represents the number and percentages of students that had free meals,
reduced priced meals, and paid meals (Figure 3). The income eligibility guidelines for these
programs is described in detailed on the Indiana Department of Education Website. This
information can help discern the economic situation of the students’ families. In the academic year
of 2015-2016, 365 students were eligible for getting free meals, which represented the 67.8% of
the total of 5th graders. Thirty-four students, which represented the 6.5% received reduced price
meals, and 135 students (25.7%) received paid meals.
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Figure 3. Socioeconomic Profile of Pine Grove Elementary
As mentioned in Chapter 3, there were 28 (5.3%) English Language Learners in 5th grade in 20152016 academic year (Figure 4). However, this does not mean that all those ELLs were Hispanic,
and not all Hispanic are included in ELL, as seen from the information in the first graph
(enrollment by ethnicity). The rest of students in 5th grade, 495 (94.7%) were non-English
Language Learners.

Figure 4. Enrollment of ELLs at Pine Grove Elementary
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During the academic year of 2015-2016, enrollment of English Language Learners was lower than
in the previous academic years (Figure 5). Only the previous academic year 2014-2015, the
number of ELLs was 75 or the 13.2%.

Figure 5. Enrollment Trend of ELLs and Non-ELLs at Pine Grove Elementary
English Language Learners at this monolingual intermediate school are new immigrants, from
families that came to the United States recently. According to the school website, they are taught
English every day and according to what students reported during the interviews, they have
assistants that used to work with non-ELL Hispanic children in the school, and who are English
and Spanish bilinguals.
English Language Learners are separated from the non-ELLs in different classrooms. Some
of them have no knowledge of English. The research team did not have access to the ELL for the
interviews in spite of being Spanish and English bilinguals.
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4.3. Participants: Pine Grove Elementary School (Monolingual English school). Monolingual English Peers
Participants who are English-monolinguals at Pine Grove Elementary were all 11-years old and all identified as being White and
US born (Table 3). All have future aspirations of playing professional sports, serving as a nurse and a real estate agent. All identify using
English with and among their parents and siblings. While parents are identified as US-born, one participant remarked on his parent’s
ethnic heritage, conflating citizenship with ethnic ancestry.
Table 3. English Peer Participants
Pseudonym

Gender

Age

Citizenship

Race

Siblings

Dad’s
origin

Mom’s
origin

Language
with
parents

Language
with
siblings

Language
with
friends

Future
goals

Jeff

M

11

US

White

US

US

English

English

English

Bobby

M

11

US

White

Only
child
Two
older
step
sisters

US

US

English

English

English

Play
sports/actor
Basketball
player in
the US

Lyndsey

F

11

US

White

US

US

English

English

English

Johnny

M

11

US

White

Younger
brother
Younger
sister
and
brother

US/Italian

US/French

English

English

English

NICU
nurse
Real estate
agent

Each of the four English-dominant students are introduced below.
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Jeff. Monolingual English Peer
Jeff is male and is eleven years old and in 5th grade. His parents are originally from Indiana.
He likes American sports like hockey and American football. He also likes Dora the Explorer, and
that is why he named his cat Dora. He learned some words from that cartoon but he speaks English,
his home language. He also has a dog called Willow. He would like to travel to other countries,
like the Netherlands in Europe, where his father travels for work. His father is a professor of
Criminal Justice and his mother works for the Department of Child Services. He does not have any
siblings. He is surprised that there are children at his school that cannot speak English. He thinks,
“It would be cool to speak Spanish and other languages,” but he thinks it would be difficult for
him to learn them. He wants to have an accent because for him “accents are cool” and he thinks
that Australian is the best accent. When he thinks of a speaker of English, he thinks about himself
and when he thinks of a speaker of Spanish he thinks of a soccer player. He wants to be an actor
or play sports.

Bobby. Monolingual English Peer
Bobby is male and is eleven years old and in 5th grade. All of his family is from Indiana. His
parents are divorced. He is the oldest and he has a younger brother and sister. His mother works
in a dentist office and his father works at a nearby university. He has two older step-sisters with
whom he does not have much relation. One of them is very fluent in Spanish because she studied
it in college. His home language is English and that is the only language that he speaks. He is
aware that there are children in his school that do not speak English. He wants to be a basketball
player in the United States when he grows up. When he thinks of a speaker of Spanish he thinks
of a soccer player or his older step-sister, who studies Spanish in College.

Lyndsey. Monolingual English Peer
Lyndsey is 11 years old and in 5th grade. She has a younger brother that plays baseball. Her
mother’s family is from Kentucky and her father’s family is from Indiana. English is the language
they speak at home and the only language she can speak. Her father used to own a motorcycle shop
in Florida, but now he works in a company. Her mother works in a bank. She says she has heard a
few people talk in Spanish but she thinks she would struggle if she tried to learn the language. She
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has not heard other languages, and if she had, she hypothesized that it was Spanish. In the future
she would like to be a neo-natal intensive care nurse.

Johnny. Monolingual English Peer
Johnny is 11 years old and also in 5th grade. He has a younger sister and a younger brother.
His mother is a preschool teacher and he does not know what his father does, but he travels a lot.
The home language is English and that is the only language he can speak. His maternal
grandparents are from Tennessee and his paternal ones are from Indiana. Johnny stated that his
mother was born in France, but he adjusted mid conversation to state that she knew some French.
He also said that his father spoke Italian, but afterwards he admits that he only has Italian heritage
and he only speaks English. He conflates his parent’s respective ethnicities with their capacity to
speak that heritage language, although his parents are English dominant. He claims he is ethnically
more French than Italian. He plays baseball and he travels to different places to play with other
teams. He has met children that speak other languages like Chinese when he travels to play
baseball. He wants to learn Spanish and French. He thinks it is good to know other languages in
case you come across other people that need help and do not speak English. He wants to be a real
estate agent when he grows up.
4.4. Findings Drawings: English Peers
As we met the participants we introduced ourselves and explained that we were going to
make a drawing that explained our everyday life and how we used languages. I shared from my
perspective as a heritage speaker of Spanish from Spain and PI2 discussed her perspective as a
heritage speaker of Mandarin and Sichuan Hua from mainland China. Thereafter, we offered the
children some color markers and paper so they could do the same. Some were more detailed than
others but served as a helpful scaffold into the interview protocols. Some took one session and
others took two sessions and each lasted between 20 and 40 minutes. During the third and last
individual interview, we offered them some transparencies to put on top of their drawings. In this
way they had enough time to internalize and process the conversations about languages. The
transparencies were placed on top of the drawings so they could add some text to them by means
of thinking bubbles or speech bubbles. Some added descriptors and arrows pointing at the different
parts of the picture. We selected Johnny’s work for a better explanation of the process (Figure 6).
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On the left, we can see the drawing Johnny made to explain his daily life and use of
languages, in the middle we can see the thinking bubbles that he added to the drawing and on the
right, we can see the two previous pictures together, i.e. the picture with the transparency on top
of it.
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1) Drawing 1: Where does language
take place?

2) Transparency: What would you

3) Drawing and transparency combined

be thinking about in particular place

is the language portrait of each child

(e.g. the bus ride home)?

Figure 6. Example of Language Use Portrait
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As we can see on the left, Johnny drew the school and that English is used at school, and then his
family who he claims they are part Italian and part French (Drawing 1). Then he drew a baseball
field. He plays baseball and he stated that he has met children that speak Chinese when he goes to
play baseball against other teams. He also drew a portrait of all the family and when he is at the
cafeteria in school. Then, in the middle, Johnny wrote on a transparency over the drawing, which
is the picture on the right. On the top of the picture, he included a thinking bubble that said: “school
is where you learn”. Then he wrote “Mom and dad are from two different parts of the world”, on
top where he drew his parents. After that he had drawn the baseball field and had written “Chinese”
because he heard Chinese when he traveled to play baseball. Related to this part of the drawing he
wrote: “They love baseball just as much as us”. Then, next to the family portrait he wrote: “love
to end of earth”. The last part of the drawing is the cafeteria at school. He added: “Sitting next to
people that speak other languages is a way to make new friends”.
Hereafter, only the last drawing (drawing + transparency with thinking bubbles) is going
to be shown for each participant. Next, I will explain each participant’s original drawing with the
transparency. The purpose of doing the drawings in this sequence was to have them concentrate
on each image that coordinated with different steps of the of the interview process.

Jeff: English Peer, Monolingual School
The first drawing on the top left is Jeff when he wakes up and he is petting his cat whose
name is Dora like “Dora the explorer” (Figure 7). It says, “I’m petting Dora”, and he is saying “I
love you” to his cat, and the cat is saying “meow”. Then he is eating cereal and he is thinking that
it was good, so he wrote “good” on the transparency. Then he drew a car and he says “weee!”
because as he said, “the car is fun”. In the second raw in the middle on the left side he drew the
lockers at school and he is sad and thinking “school again”. Then he drew himself in Math class
and since he understands he is saying “Mmmmm, okay” and the teacher is asking how much it is
180 times 3, and then he is playing with his dog and he is thinking “good doggie”. The last part on
the lower right corner he is in bed with his stuffed animal he is going to sleep.
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Figure 7. Jeff’s Language Portrait
Bobby: English Peer, Monolingual School
Bobby first drew himself when he is waking up and he is tired so he wrote “zzz” in a
thinking bubble (Figure 8). In the next panel he is eating cereal and he is thinking “mmmm!”. In
the last frame is when he is with his friends are next to their lockers are and he is saying “that’s
cool!” because his friends always show him something cool on the phone. As we can see, and
unlike other student’s transparencies, Bobby mostly wrote onomatopoeias.
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Figure 8. Bobby’s Language Portrait
Lyndsey: English Peer, Monolingual School
Lyndsey’s drawing showed that she is at home and then points an arrow to the bus, that she
talks to go to school and she wrote “why it’s so loud?” due to constant chatter (Figure 9). Next to
the bus she drew the school. Afterwards she drew the bus and an arrow towards home because she
rides the bus back home after school. She wrote a speech bubble from the bus that said, “how their
day is” although she did not comment on it. She then drew her brother’s baseball game and a
speech bubble that shouts: “win!”. Then an arrow that points home, where they go after the baseball
game and all the family eats dinner, so she drew a table with all the family around it. She wrote
“dad”, “mom”, and “me” on top of the representation of each member of the family. She also wrote
the name of her brother (excluded by the PI for anonymity). After that she drew herself in bed and
a thinking bubble that said, “how is it going to be tomorrow”. She also drew the time when she
goes to bed.
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Figure 9. Lyndsey’s Language Portrait
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Johnny: English Peer, Monolingual School
As mentioned in the explanatory introduction (Figure 6), Johnny drew his house and school
and wrote “English” and “school” because he speaks English. On the transparency over school he
wrote “school is where you learn” (Figure 10). On the second row he drew his dad and wrote “part
Italian” and an arrow to his mother and wrote “part French”. On the transparency over this picture
he wrote “Mom and Dad are from 2 different parts of the world”. Then, in the third and last row
of the picture he drew a portrait of the family holding hands and underneath it he wrote, “family”.
On the transparency over that drawing he wrote “love to the end of earth”. On the right lower
corner of the drawing, he wrote “Baseball”, “Chineas”, and “Cafiteria” because he hears Chinese
(Chineas) when he plays baseball. And then he drew that in the cafeteria people are speaking
different languages. He was asked by the PI2 what languages he heard in the cafeteria and he
answered “Spanish”. Over this last drawing on the transparency he wrote: “sitting next to people
that speak other languages is a way to make new friends”.

Figure 10. Johnny’s Language Portrait
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4.5. Findings Interviews: English Peers
In this section, I will discuss the findings of the interviews to the English peers. First, I will
share the analysis of the individual interviews, in which participants drew the language portraits.
The findings are divided into the four areas previously mentioned: a) Nationalizing/racializing
language; b) Language hierarchies; c) Language as capital; and d) Identity. Then, I discuss the
findings of the focus group interview, following the same four categories.
4.5.1. Individual Interviews and Drawings
The interviews were conducted by myself as the PI, with a co-PI called PI2, a fellow
graduate student of Chinese heritage, and a co-PI3, a professor from the Curriculum and
Instruction Department at Purdue University. Part of the interview protocol was to solicit drawings
from the children about their daily language use as illustrated in the previous figures. Findings will
be shared based on these four focal areas including a) nationalization and racializing language; b)
language hierarchies; c) identity; and d) language as capital.

a) Nationalization/Racializing Language
Race, nationality and language are three terms that are historically and intimately related.
The new field emerging of raciolinguistics explores the relationship between language and race.
In short, racializing minoritized groups is an ideological stance that can marginalize heritage
language students of color. Invariably, race as a social construct suggests that being white is
superior to being non-white. In the monolingual school, some of the English peers conflate the
concepts of native or heritage speaker of language versus an L2 learner, with nationality, heritage
and race.
For example, Johnny wants to say that his father has Italian heritage but he keeps saying
that he speaks Italian; or that his mother is half French, although she just takes French lessons. He
takes on those concepts and ends up saying that he feels more French than Italian, although in the
end he is from the US and only speaks English. The following excerpt describes his initial report
about his parents that he claims speak Italian and French.
Johnny:

So, I was born. And I was English. And then…I went to school. And I'm
part Italian from my dad…
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PI2:

So, does your dad speak English? Italian?

Johnny:

Yeah, he speaks English. Like but he knows Italian and he was born
Italian…And my mom. She's part French. [While he is drawing].

INT2:

Ok. So, your mom speaks French?

Johnny:

Umm, she was born French.

Ethnicity and birthright project presumed language proficiency onto his parents. Johnny’s dad’s
Italian ethnic ancestry and his mother’s “part French” ancestry supposes that they have language
proficiency in Italian and French. As a language majority student, English dominant and white,
Johnny intersects his European heritage with speaking and knowing the languages. There is a
particular entitlement secured to language majority students like Johnny and so his confidence
about his parent’s language proficiency laces onto national constructions of language and
birthright.
Later in the first interview, Johnny shifts his thinking and he reports that his father speaks
only English, not Italian. This shift in thinking followed PI2 sharing her linguistic heritage and
daily language use of Mandarin Chinese and Sichuan Hua, originally from China. The following
interview exchange with PI2 explains Johnny’s changing thinking.
PI2:

Does your father talk in English or Italian at home?

Johnny:

He talks a lot in English. He only talks in English.

Johnny shifts his report to state that his father has no language proficiency in Italian. His mother
has some French proficiency, because she is taking a class. Johnny demonstrates his
nationalization of language being connected to proficiency. Then, PI2 returns to the use of
language that Johnny had stated at the very beginning for clarification. Johnny thinks he was bron
French since, according to him, his mother heritage is French.
PI2:

Do you like Italian? Tell me more about it.

Johnny:

I sort of like Italian like I was born Italian. I was more French than Italian…
I don't speak in French but I was born French…I was born Italian too.

PI2:

When uh do you wanna speak Italian?

Johnny:

Probably when I'm in college.

PI2:

Do you speak Italian at any time at home or school? With friends?

Johnny:

Um no. I just mostly speak English.
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English peers are more disassociated from their heritage languages, which are more distant. When
asked if they want to speak it, they refer to college, which means they would need to learn it as a
second language or a foreign language when they are adults. This excerpt is the only example of
nationalization of languages among the English peers.

b) Language Hierarchies
As mentioned in Chapter 2, language hierarchies are the manner people organize languages
in a ranking depending on their importance. When I discuss languages, we include their varieties,
their accents and the people who speak them.
Interviews demonstrate how accents are understood and positioned by English
monolingual students in an English-medium school. Jeff mentioned to me, that I had an accent and
that it was “cool” and that he wanted one:
Jeff:

I want an accent.

PI:

You want one?

Jeff:

Yeah. Like an English accent…an English accent I think would be cool.

Jeff demonstrates his desire for a prestige variety of English as manifested with an English accent.
Consistent with Lippi- Green’s (2012) work, Jeff demonstrates the phenomenon of the non-accent
myth or abstraction. English in the United States is considered a non-accented language in
opposition to English spoken with an L2 accent, terms that are related to other notions such as race
and nationality. A foreign accent can affect a person’s perception about their origin or race as being
foreign or non-American. Thus, a lack of accent is a representation of the language of power.
Bobby also expressed his desire to have an accent since he listens to his stepsister when
she talks in Spanish that she is studying as a subject in college and he thinks it is “awesome”. In
the following excerpt, like Jeff, he expresses his desire for a British accent which also maps onto
language as capital (which will be discussed in the next section), something you own because “it’s
cool”.
Bobby:

…I want one of the accents…I like the Texas accent.

PI:

What other accents do you know?

Bobby:

I like British accents.

Unlike Jeff, Bobby for a moment seems to differentiate diverse varieties of English within the US.
For Bobby, English may be the only language that can be accented, since peers do not know
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languages other than English, so they are more predisposed to recognize an accent in English.
However, when Bobby talks about his family or some places in the US, he falls in the same
abstraction of English without an accent that replicates the power of the English language.
PI:

So, is there anybody in your family who has an accent?

Bobby:

No, there is all English…

PI:

So, they don't have an accent when they speak in English.

Bobby:

No.

PI:

Really? They don't talk different. And people in Florida?

Bobby:

People in Florida hmm speaks English like me.

With Johnny, the conversation about accents came up when talking about the TV shows that he
watched. Johnny referenced, “The Family Guy”, a comic cartoon for adults on television about an
American white family, one of the characters is the youngest in a family, a toddler that behaves
like an adult, who likes violence and has a sarcastic sense of humor. This character has a British
Queen’s English accent according to Johnny. He stated that his accent “is just how he was born”
and added that it was “really weird”. Johnny demonstrates how language is something that comes
with birth versus something that is developed or acquired over time.
The following excerpt is part of the second interview in which Lyndsey participated. Both
PI and PI2 were present. Lyndsey was asked where she heard other languages. In the first interview
with PI2, she said she could not recall hearing other languages but English, but now, she says she
hears Spanish in her neighborhood.
Lyndsey:

My brother's friends speak Span- ‘cause I think their parents only know
Spanish… And so, they'll speak Spanish to their parents and then they'll
speak English to us.

PI:

How do you feel about those parents that only speak Spanish?

Lyndsey:

I feel like they should like, at least, try to learn English so they have
a different like... different languages that they can talk.

She also said that there were children in some of her classes that spoke Spanish and had some
teacher assistants that also spoke Spanish and could “translate for them”. Lyndsey shared about
her preference that they should speak English in school. She said, “Yeah, so they have other
options. To speak. 'Cause most of the people here speak English, so. They have other options, how
to talk…”
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English language hegemony is present in her discourse since she thinks that Hispanic
parents do not speak English due to their lack of effort. Also, she states that the Spanish heritage
speakers in her English-medium school should assimilate since the majority of the population
speaks English, demonstrating the language hegemony at a local level in the community
(Blackledge, 2000).
The same phenomenon takes place within the school. The third (and last) interview was
about how children felt when they heard different languages in schools. As discussed in Chapter
3, investigators used a page with emojis to help students talk about their emotions related to the
use of particular languages in different contexts. In the following excerpt, Lyndsey explains how
she feels when she hears Spanish heritage speakers speak their heritage language in school.
Lyndsey:

Maybe like... that one. [she points at a paper with the emojis and chooses
]. 'Cause it's a different language.

PI:

And, what does that emoji express?

Lyndsey:

I don't know like that it's weird … 'Cause most people in the class speak
English so it's different from the people that speak English- it's different
from what they hear.

Again, the English hegemony is present, since English peers like Lyndsey find minority languages
to be “weird”. On the other hand, when she asked how she felt about the fact that most of the
children spoke English in her school she chose emoji number 3:

that according to her meant

“Happy”.
Once more, in the third interview, Lyndsey was asked how she felt about her friends that
spoke English and she responded that she felt “happy”. However, when she was asked about her
friends that spoke Spanish in school (one of the very few places where she hears some Spanish),
she responded:
Lyndsey:

Ummm, maybe that one [pointing at emoji number 15:

] 'cause I don't

know what they're trying to say.
PI:

And what does... that one express?

Lyndsey:

I don't know. That I'm like sad that they don't speak English... 'Cause they
speak a different language.

Children’s acknowledgment about Spanish heritage speakers in school is not always the same. As
seen before, Lyndsey would recognize their existence at some points of the interview but ignore
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them at others. Jeff, on the other hand, although he recognizes that heritage speakers attend his
school, he seems to ignore that there are children in the school that are newer immigrants and do
not speak English at all.
PI:

Yeah so there are kids that they come here and they speak other languages and they
don't speak English at all.

Jeff:

They don't?

This English peers’ lack of awareness is a clear example that corroborates how English is arbitrated
as the sole language of schools. English peers would not mention anything related to that, since
they have not had that experience. Their language, English and their race, white and their
nationality, Americans, position them in the top of the societal hierarchy. Their racial and linguistic
identities, and their family’s legal status are not questioned. They have one language and their
European heritage is either an issue to be proud of or so distant that it is not explicitly discussed.
Thus, they do not have the need to negotiate their identities. Moreover, all the English peers are
unaware of the reality their Hispanic peers face in a daily basis which maintains the disequilibrium
of power among the different language groups.

c) Language as Capital
When talking about other languages, boys seem to have a better predisposition towards other
languages than Lyndsey, the only girl in the group of English peers. However, the languages they
used to get excited about or would define as “cool” would be languages with power, such as
German or French. Next, I discuss how English peers at the monolingual school comment on other
languages, and the willingness to learn languages other than English.
Jeff was asked what languages he would like to learn. “I can name like the countries …
like I wanna learn French.” As mentioned before, although English peers, in particular, the boys,
showed a better or more positive predisposition towards languages other than English, we can
observe two different phenomena that are connected. First, the English peers at the monolingual
school seem to select languages in power as the languages they would like to learn, including
French, Italian and German and French and German will later be available to them at their high
school. These languages are considered languages of power since they have historically been the
languages of European Empires and, as Bourdieu stated the value of a language is the value of the
people that speaks it. Second, they refer to languages as a form of capital. Bourdieu (1985) defined

67
linguistic capital as a kind of cultural capital which is related to an individual’s education and can
help them achieve a higher status in society. Linguistic capital would provide those individuals
with symbolic power, which “is an invisible power which is ‘misrecognized’ as such and thereby
recognized as legitimate” (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 23). Those languages, German, Italian or French,
are the languages offered in high schools. Spanish is also offered but socially does not have the
value of the other languages. Further, because Spanish is the most populous language within their
school other than English, few identify this as a language they want to learn.
In the following excerpt, Jeff, who is not aware that there are Spanish assistants for the
teachers in the school, expresses his desire to learn Spanish at school.
PI:

How do you feel about having teachers that only speak English?

Jeff:

Ehh... kind of happy but kind of sad. Cause I want to learn Spanish.

PI:

Okay. So, would you rather have teachers that spoke both? Or...

Jeff:

Yeah. So, I can learn it.

As mentioned before, Bobby’s stepsister is learning Spanish in college and Bobby is very excited
about it. He stated that he thinks that the way it sounds it is “awesome” and later in the interview
he shows his desire to learn Spanish at school. He was asked then, what would he do if he knew
Spanish and he responded: “Speak to my stepsister and teach my little sister”. English peers, Jeff,
Bobby and Johnny say they would like to learn other languages, because “it is cool” or “fun” and
they can interact with others.
The concept of “coolness” regarding languages and identities has been studied by Shin
(2012), yet this outcome has not been reported in the literature in the context of the study of
heritage language ideologies. This way of thinking about language as capital is related to the way
Bourdieu describes capital, or in this case, ownership. For Bobby, Jeff and Johnny language as
capital identifies language as something that you own and that may make you look smarter.
In the following excerpt, Jeff talks about how he would like to talk to the children in his
class that speak Spanish. Jeff feels excluded from a group of boys since he does not understand
their language. From Jeff’s perspective, heritage students are also able to communicate in English.
We have to remember from previous analysis that Jeff was not aware of the fact that there are
children in his school that do not speak any English. Jeff only acknowledges that there are heritage
speakers who are bilingual, but none that are non-English proficient. Jesús, Oscar, Alejandro and
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Dorian (a group of four heritage speaker children in Jeff’s class) not only are able to communicate
in English but also in Spanish, and during these times Jeff feels excluded
Jeff:

There's some (children that speak Spanish) in my class actually…There's Jesús,
Oscar, Alejandro and Dorian. I know some Spanish but I'm not as good as them.

PI:

[laughs] … Would you like to talk the language too?

Jeff:

Yeah. It would be fun to talk to them.

Jeff also thinks that having accents is cool. However, the accents that he likes are accents of other
varieties of English (British and Australian), which enjoy a good position within language
hierarchies. Jeff shared, “like an English accent I think would be cool”. He also has heard
Australian accents on television. “They have an accent which is the best accent.”
On the other hand, Bobby thinks that Spanish sounds awesome when his white American
stepsister speaks it.
PI2:

So why do you ask her to speak Spanish?

Bobby:

Sounds awesome.

On the other hand, Johnny likes the sound of Spanish when he has heard it but he has not heard it
within the family network unlike Bobby. However, since he has heard French in the family, or at
least is aware that his mother is studying French, that is the language that he would like to learn.
Johnny:

I've heard them [referring to people] speak Spanish when I was in Florida.
I've seen people speaking Spanish. We go down to St. Augustine every
year. In in July that's when I'm going. And we hear some people every year.

PI:

Uh-huh, do you like it how it sounds?

Johnny:

Yes! It sounds cool.

PI:

It sounds cool? Would you like to learn it?

Johnny:

Yeah, I also wanna learn French.

As mentioned before, Johnny stated that his mother was half French, although she is just learning
French as a second language or world language classes. Johnny is motivated to learn the language
that his mother “speaks”. Since he conflates speaking a language with ethnic heritage, he thinks
that he should learn the language that his ancestors spoke (Italian on the father’s side and French
- although he did not have French ancestors).
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One of the most remarkable findings was that the only female peer that participated in the
study had a very different discourse regarding Spanish. Lyndsey did not think that it was cool or
fun or awesome. On the other hand, it annoys her. Firstly, she did not acknowledge having heard
Spanish at the school, but then she said she remembered, and in fact, she has friends that speaks
it.
Lyndsey:

But now that it comes to me... I have like two or three friends that speak
Spanish. 'Cause they like speak it to the- one of my other friends that speaks
Spanish. And then, me and my other friend get mad because we don't know
what they're saying. 'Cause it could be something bad or it could be
something good.

PI:

You don't know what they speak, how do you feel when they do that?

Lyndsey:

I don't know. It's kind of like funny at the same time. But then again me
and my friend, me and my other friend that doesn't speak Spanish mess

around. Because... we act like we're mad at them because they won't tell us what it means,
so.
When discussing language as capital, it is inevitable to go back to language hierarchies. All the
codes or categories we are discussing: racializing language, language hierarchies, language as
capital and identity are intertwined, but mostly language capital and hierarchies. Language
preferences among the English peers are dependent on the languages that are more important in
the hierarchies.
4.5.2. Focus Groups: English Peers
The final interview was a focus group with English peers. Jeff, Johnny, Bobby, and Lyndsey
(English monolinguals) met in a room with drawings of their everyday language use. These
drawings focused on with whom they used language and what activities surrounded their language
use (Figure 6). First, they were asked to introduce themselves to the rest of the group. Then they
were asked to talk to the rest about the drawing they had done about their daily life. I then asked a
series of questions to prompt group discussion about the languages that they knew, wanted to learn
and their experiences with languages other than English. Their responses are divided into the four
subareas of nationalization/rationalization of language, language hierarchies, identity, and
language as capital.
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a) Nationalization/Racializing Language
The first one that wanted to share his drawing and the story about his life was Johnny. He
started asking us what they had to do and we answered that he could share his drawing with the
rest of students and talk about what we had been discussing in the individual interviews the days
before. We could see that he had put deeper thoughts and reflections about the conversations that
we had had. He stated,
Johnny:

I talked about people like with other languages are like equal to people that
speak English…And people are from different parts of the world, that's why
they're born and yeah.

PI:

Can you show your drawing like that to the rest?

Johnny:

[showing his drawing to the rest]. Um… I speak English. This is the school
.... Um my mom- I mean wait, and that's my dad. He speaks part Italian. My
mom.

Johnny explains the rest of the children, “That's my dad. He (speaks) part Italian. My mom is part
French…”
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Figure 11. Johnny’s Language Portrait
Although in the individual interviews he has talked about this and clarified that his father does not
speak any Italian and his mother took French lessons so she speaks some French, he still conflates
speaking a language with having these specific nationalities. Johnny is the only English peer that
specifically imposes ethno-linguistic identities upon his parents. In the first individual interview,
PI2 asked Johnny about his parents’ proficiency in Italian and French. Johnny then changed his
response to correct himself to state that his dad had no proficiency in Italian.
In referencing Rosa and Flores’ (2015) discussion of raciolinguistics ideologies, we
observe that Johnny initially conflates his parents’ ethnic heritage with their language proficiency,
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suggesting that language is inherent within an ethnicity. We see that Johnny initially positions his
parents “ideologically” as speakers of Italian and French. When pushed to examine the language
mastery of his parents, we see that his thinking shifts to a more storied reality of his parents. He
then reports that the Italian and French language is more ancestral versus one that his parents speak.

b) Language Hierarchies
As we have mentioned, English is the hegemonic language in the US, and moreover in this
monolingual school. As we will see, monolingual English peers claim they know a language
because they can say a couple of words or because they have an ethnic ancestry to a country with
a language other than English.
Bobby:

I only speak fluent in English…That's all I speak.

Johnny:

I speak English.

Jeff:

I speak a little Spanish.

Bobby:

You do not speak a little Spanish!

Jeff:

Bien [good]. That counts.
[Bobby laughs]

PI:

…Johnny, can say something in French?

Johnny:

I can say like everything.

Bobby:

Do it, do it.

Johnny:

I don't know. I forget the words.

While most peer participants denoted that English was their only language, Jeff stated that he
knows a little bit of Spanish. When contested by Bobby, he states that he knows one word (bien).
But knowing this one word demonstrates his confidence in what it means to know another
language.
When they were asked who wants to learn another language the boys raised their hand very
fast and Lyndsey raised hers timidly with her hand half way up, responding in reluctance stating,
“more or less”. The following exchange illustrates a conversation about their preferred language
of choice.
PI:

So, who wants to learn another language?
[Bobby and Jeff raised hand fast, Lyndsey raised hand half way, and
Johnny looks around first then raises hand].
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Bobby:

I wanna speak Spanish.

Jeff:

I want to speak German.

Bobby:

German? [looks at Jeff like "okay" but Jeff affirms himself].

Jeff:

Yeah.

PI:

[PI invited Lyndsay to respond]

Lyndsay:

Spanish.

Bobby:

Spanish.

Johnny:

French.

Bobby wants to learn Spanish because his older sister is learning Spanish. Johnny wants to learn
French because his mom is taking French classes. While Jeff and Lyndsay do not state why they
have chosen these languages, we see with Bobby and Johnny, that their immediate family units
have a great influence over their language preferences, not their classmates. This is an example of
the dichotomy that Kinginger (2004) expresses between a second language acquisition, intended
for the Spanish heritage peers to learn English, and foreign language learners intended for the
family of the English peers to learn a language other than English. The foreign language learners
are assumed to be people who are studying the languages outside of their communities and they
“harbor instrumental motivations more closely related to school success than to changes in social
identity or lived experience” (p. 221). The main focus is on the symbolic power of learning another
language, not how it informs their social identities and relationships with heritage speakers within
their daily lives.
English peers demonstrate a robust confidence in their capacity for having and learning
languages other than English. This is an additional example of the ideological constructions around
language and that is something to own, appropriate and thereby, positions them with the embodied
state of cultural capital of the dominant setting.
We also see that English peers discuss the notion of “choosing languages. Since they are
part of the language majority, choice demonstrates a situation of power. This idea has been
developed by Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) who stated that “language choice and attitudes are
inseparable from political arrangements, relations of power, language ideologies, and
interlocutors’ views of their own and others’ identities” (p. 1).
Among English peers, there was not much conversation about identity. Lyndsey, Jeff,
Bobby and Johnny are white Americans that speak English and they belong to dominant group in
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the United States. They can only refer to other languages in the family when they are learning it in
an academic environment or as the language of their ancestors.
PI:

So, are there any other languages in your family besides English?

Bobby:

No.

Jeff:

No, I don't think so at least.

Bobby:

Yeah, well my sister learns Spanish so she speaks it sometimes.

Lyndsey:

[Lyndsey shakes head no].

Johnny:

[Johnny nods yes]

Johnny:

French and he doesn't speak Italian that much. Sort of French.

In this excerpt, only Johnny makes specific references to identity. This general unawareness is
common to dominant groups, since their language, culture or identity are not threatened. This idea
of unawareness has been studied by Chávez and Guido-DiBrito (1999) who stated that “people
with minority status have a different ethnic make-up” unlike white Americans who “manifest
ethnic and racial identity in mostly unconscious ways through their behaviors, values, beliefs, and
assumptions” (p. 39). For Jeff, Lyndsey and Bobby, “societal norms have been constructed around
their racial, ethnic, and cultural frameworks, values, and priorities and then referred to as ‘standard
American culture’ rather than as ‘ethnic identity’” (Guido-DiBrito, 1999, p. 39).
Besides, English peers, Jeff, Bobby and Johnny say they would like to learn other
languages, because “it is cool” and they can then interact with other language groups. They also
mention the use of an invented language that they call Pig Latin and how useful it is to share secrets
with others. When asked what their favorite language was, Jeff answered,
Jeff:

Pig Latin…It's like a code language.

Lyndsay:

Yeah, it's like a code thing, code language.

Jeff explained to the rest of the group how Pig Latin is coded since PI, PI2, and Johnny did not
know about it.
PI2:

Why do you guys want to use code language?

Bobby:

It’s cool.

Jeff:

It's top secret.

Only Jeff and Bobby seem to be excited about the idea of having a language to share secrets with
certain people and communicate in subversive ways.
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These English peers’ use of Pig Latin is used for secretes to exclude other peers and also
to challenge Spanish heritage speakers who are using Spanish as a perceived means of secrecy.
Jeff and Bobby assume that Spanish speakers are using the Spanish solely to exclude them and so
they adopt the Pig Latin approach. Knowing the language is therefore, seen in a very restrictive
way: Having a different language is a method for exclusivity.
Heritage Peers. The heritage peer interviews were conducted next and consisted of 4 participants,
3 girls and 1 boy. The boy was visually impaired and thus, activities within the collection were
modified given his disability.
4.6. Participants: Pine Grove Elementary School (Monolingual English school). Spanish
Heritage Speakers
Participants who are Spanish heritage speakers at Pine Grove Elementary were between 10 and
12-years old and all identified as being Hispanic (Table 4). All have future aspirations of having
jobs that require attending College. All identify using Spanish with and among their parents and
English or both with siblings. Parents come from Mexico, El Salvador, or Texas.
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Table 4. Participants in: Heritage Speakers
Pseudony
m

Gender

Age

Citizenshi
p

Race

Sibling
s

Dad’s
origin

Mom’s
origin

Languag
e with
parents

Languag
e with
siblings

Languag
e with
friends

Future goals

Manuela

F

10

US

Hispani
c

Texas,
US

Mexico

Spanish

English

English

Dentist

Margarita

F

10

US

Hispani
c

Older
brother
and
older
step
sister
Solo

Mexico

Mexico

Spanish

Not
reported

Both

Designer/architec
t

Manuel

M

12

US

Hispani
c

Not
reporte
d

El
Salvado
r

Spanish

Both

English

Engineer at
NASA

Maria

F

11

US

Hispani
c

Older
sister
and
younger
brother
older
brother
and
younger
sister

Mexico

Mexico

Spanish

Both

Both

Math teacher
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Manuela: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Manuela is 10-years old and she is in 5th grade. Her mother is from Mexico and her father
is from Texas, although at some point she said he was from Mexico too. She talks to her parents
in Spanish. Her paternal grandparents live in Texas. Her paternal grandmother speaks Spanish and
her paternal grandfather speaks English. Her maternal grandparents live in Mexico and speak
Spanish. She has an older brother with whom she speaks mostly in English. She also has a halfsister who is 14 or 15 years old, but she doesn’t have any relation with her and her half-sister
speaks English. She has a dog called Paco.
Manuela’s father works in a company that makes televisions and her mother created her
own company for cleaning houses. She shared that they want her to speak Spanish at home, “Habla
español, somos hispanos y tenenos que hablar español” [Talk in Spanish, we are Hispanic and we
need to speak Spanish]; but she admits that it is hard for her since she speaks English the whole
day, “Es duro para mí porque no soy buena a hablar español” [It’s hard for me because I’m not
very good at speaking Spanish]. She watches television with her mother in Spanish but she does
not understand it.
When she talked about school she said that there are many children in her classroom that
are Americans and some that are Mexicans, like her. “Hay muchos niños en mi clase como yo que
son Mexicans or los niños en mi clase que son Americans”. [There are many children in my class
who. like me, are Mexican, or children that are American]. The teachers of the Spanish heritage
students regularly tell them not to speak Spanish so other majority students do not feel excluded.
She reports that teachers see this prohibition as a form of classroom behavior management. She
wants to go to Purdue and be a dentist.

Margarita: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Margarita is an only child. She is 10-years old and is in 5th grade. Her parents are from
Mexico, and they talk in Spanish with her. Her father works in a company and her mother used to
babysit and now she cleans houses. Her mother used to stay at home when Margarita was a baby.
She says she has a lot of cousins and they talk in English. Her uncles also speak English. Her aunt
does not speak English but she said, “Se tiene que acostumbrar” [She has to get used to it]. She
has family in Mexico, in Texas, and in Iowa. Her babysitter speaks Spanish and has a daughter in
Mexico. She likes to spend time in her grandmother’s house. Her grandmother works selling mole
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(a Mexican sauce) and has a dog called, Sargento. Her grandmother can understand a little bit of
English. Her paternal grandmother lives in Mexico. Margarita speaks in Spanish with the family’s
pets.
She speaks Spanish in the school sometimes “Porque no te dicen nada” [Because they do
not tell you not to]. When she was younger and did not speak English, she went to her cousin’s
school to pick him up and a teacher told them not to speak Spanish in case they are saying bad
things about the rest of the people. When she went to another school she was in the English as a
Second Language class, but she didn’t like it because they were given homework and she was
chronically late due to other classes. Also, she did not have enough time to eat lunch. She wants
to be a veterinarian or a house designer.

Manuel: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Manuel is 12-years old and he is in 5th grade. He was born in Indiana but lived in Iowa for
a while. He is visually impaired. His mother is from El Salvador and speaks Spanish to him. He
does not know about his father, who moved years ago. He has an older sister and a younger brother.
His grandmother lives in El Salvador and he has cousins in Indiana, Florida, Texas and El
Salvador.
Manuel’s mother works with children for Healthy Families, a local nutritional initiative.
He wants to be an engineer someday and work for NASA to help people that are visually impaired.
He participated in a technology program organized by Purdue and he really enjoyed it.
He would like to learn to read and write Spanish but they are not taught at school. He can
read braille and is very excited about his growing comprehension. He speaks Spanish at home and
church and English at school.

Maria: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Maria is 11-years old and she is in 5th grade. She is very shy. Her parents are from Mexico.
Her father has two jobs and her mother is a housewife as she is disabled. Her father speaks a little
bit of English but her mother only speaks Spanish. She has an older brother with whom she speaks
in English and a younger sister with whom she speaks English and Spanish. Her uncles do not
know much English but her cousins speak mainly English with her. She loves reading although
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she failed the reading exam and had to take it again. Despite her low test scores, she insists that
she loves reading. She wants to be a teacher of Math in Mexico.
4.7. Findings Drawings: Heritage Speakers
Manuela: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Manuela started her drawing during the first interview (Figure 12). She described her day
when she wakes up in the morning and drew her bed and she wrote “cama” [bed] and a drawer
next to her bed where she has her phone and she will be in the phone for a little bit. Thus, on the
transparency she wrote: “I’m going to my phone”.
Then the mother is in the kitchen and she’s always cooking breakfast and her father is
sitting down eating and she wrote “kitchen”, and on the transparency over this part of the drawing
she wrote, “hello”. Then she goes to the living room where she sits and watches television in
English so she wrote “living room”, on the transparency over this part she wrote “ha, ha!” because
she laughs at what she watches in television. Then she also wrote another speech bubble that said:
“my friends are here!”, so she goes and changes to go out and play in the backyard. Then she goes
out to play with her friends so she wrote “back yard” she has a hammock and a trampoline. On the
transparency, she wrote, “what did you do today?”, because that is what she says to her friends at
school.
Then on the right she drew the parents’ bedroom with a bathroom and a television. She
said that the television in there is in Spanish so on the transparency over the drawing she wrote “I
don’t know what they are saying”. Under the living room she drew the state of Illinois because her
father lived in Illinois. Since she did not have any drawings about school, during the fourth
individual interview, carried out in English with PI2, she added more parts to the drawing, the
drawings in red. She drew her locker and her friend that has the locker next to her and they talk so
she wrote “how was your day”. Then she goes to her first classroom, which is Math, and then she
goes to another classroom to the language class where she would be reading and she wrote on the
transparency “blah, blah, blah”.
She also drew on the lower left corner when they are in recess and sometimes they play
basketball. In the speech bubble on the transparency she wrote “what do you want to play”. Then
they go to the cafeteria, on the right of that drawing, where they sit in the same table. She wrote
“This is disgusting!” because she and a lot of people do not like the food because it is bad.
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Figure 12. Manuela’s Language Portrait
Margarita: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Margarita drew herself playing in the park (Figure 13). She also drew herself watching a
movie and she wrote in the thinking bubble: “Shut up! I want to hear the movie!”. She was saying
that to her cousin. She also drew the park outside her house. She drew how the house looks, like it

81
is divided into two apartments. She said she drew her mother watching television while she is
drawing, although it is not very clear in the picture.
Also, she drew the school bus and an empty thinking bubble. However, she mentioned that
when she is in the bus, she is humming. The last thing she drew on the lower right corner of the
sheet, is when they go into school and enter the gym. She wrote “5th grade” and “sixth grade” and
then she drew a thinking bubble that comes from the group under 5th grade and says, “What will
you guys do in your weekend?”

Figure 13. Margarita’s Language Portrait
Manuel: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Manuel is a visually impaired student. When he was given the transparency to write on it,
he said that in fact transparencies had another use that was very cool, and it was for Braille, which
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is a tactile writing system for people that are visually impaired (Figure 14). On the left of the paper
he drew his bed and wrote “bed” in the speech bubble that he drew pointing at it to represent when
he woke up in the morning. He also drew the bus, that he takes every day to go to school. What he
wrote is not clearly legible but he said he wanted to write that he does his homework when he is
on the bus. As we can see, the drawing was limited due to his visual impairment, which will be
discussed more extensively in the interviews.

Figure 14. Manuel’s Language Portrait
Maria: Spanish Heritage Speaker
Maria did not want to draw anything because she said she was not a good drawer, but in
the end, she drew her friends and put her names over them (Figure 15). The names are deleted for
anonymity. The person she drew in the middle with no legs is her “bff” as she described her,
Margarita, another participant in the study. The other one was another friend from school. She said
she talked to them in Spanish and she is the only heritage speaker that in fact wrote something in
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Spanish, she wrote: “hola” [hello]. Then she wrote “how are you” and “I’m tired”. Although it is
not very clear, she told the PI and PI2 what she wrote.

Figure 15. Maria’s Language Portrait
Most of the drawings show their daily routine and language use. They are at home, in school or
playing outside, and most of the speech bubbles were written in English, since, as they mentioned
in the interviews they are not taught how to write in Spanish in school.
4.8. Findings Interviews: Heritage Speakers
4.8.1. Individual Interviews and Drawings
a) Nationalization/Racializing Language
As mentioned in section in section 4.4.1. race, nationality and language are three terms that
are historically and intimately related. Spanish heritage speakers are more aware of different
languages and races and are more conflicted about it than English children. It has also been
mentioned that racializing minoritized groups is an ideological stance that can marginalize heritage
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language students of color. Invariably, race as a social construct suggests that being white is
superior to being non-white (Alim et al., 2016).
Spanish heritage speakers that participated in this study were all born and raised in the US,
thus, they are Americans. However, they are conflicted about their national identity. In the
following excerpt, Manuela was asked about the languages that her parents spoke. She had
mentioned that her father is from Texas, and her father’s father is a white American and her
paternal grandmother is Mexican. On the other hand, Manuela’s mother is from Mexico and she
and her father talked Spanish at home. She also said that they spoke English: “Porque tienen
amigos que son americanos y ellos hablan muy bueno en el inglés” [Because they have friends
that are Americans and they speak good in English].
As already mentioned, although she is from the US, she has a conflict with her nationality,
as identified in the following excerpt,
Manuela: ... los niños de mi clase que hablan español. Como hay muchos niños en mi clase
que son como Mexicans como yo. Ellos hablan español poquito pero ya no podemos
porque mi maestra dice que if hablo if hablamos como español los otros niños que no saben
español van decir como estaban hablando de ellos porque ellos no saben que yo no hablo
español. […children in my classroom that speak Spanish. Like there are a lot of children
in classroom that are Mexicans like me. They talk a little Spanish but we cannot do it
anymore because my teacher says that if I talk if we talk Spanish, the other children that
do not know Spanish are going to say that they were talking about them, because they don’t
know what I speak in Spanish].
Thus, although Manuela was born and raised in the United States and her paternal grandfather is
an English American she considers herself Mexican, and she identifies all the Hispanic children in
her class as Mexican too. She also makes the distinction between them and the English American
children that she calls “Americans”. Manuela shared,
Como los niños en mi clase que hablan, que son como Americans, ellos quieren saber
cómo, um, hablar español […like the children in my classroom that speak, that are like
Americans, they want to know how to speak Spanish].
One commonality between Spanish heritage speakers and the English peers (when they
acknowledge the heritage speakers) is the discourse of “them” and “us”. There is a duality, either
you are American or you are Mexican and that is decided on the language you speak at home and
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your race. Another example of this is when Manuela also commented that there are children in the
cafeteria that speak Spanish because they are from Puerto Rico. “And there's a group of people
that only talk Spanish because they're from, they come from Puerto Rico and Mexico. They
transferred here”. Margarita makes this distinction showing that there are intra-linguistic and
ethnic differences based on time in US schools.
Margarita was the heritage speaker that most racialized language. She has the discourse
that one looks Spanish or looks American. She was talking about one teacher in the school and she
said: “Creo que es de Colombia o no sé. Se mira pero no sé” [I think she is from Colombia or I
don’t know, she looks like that but I don’t know]. Then we continued to talk about people in the
school that spoke Spanish and PI told her that the person at the reception spoke Spanish and she
said: “¡Se mira que habla en español ¿no?!” [She looks like she speaks Spanish, right?!] When she
was invited to explain further she said she did not know how to explain it, and then gave an
example of another Hispanic woman. Margarita shared,
Margarita:

Bueno, a lo mejor, a lo mejor, es que una señora que corta pelo, es hispana
y se mira que … casi como ella, pero no porque la señora que corta pelo es
alta y ella se mira bien chaparrita. Y no sé, se mira, se mira como la señora,
pero hay unas personas siempre miro una persona y pienso que es esa y no
es, como ese señor ahí afuera. Se le mira bien americano por el pelo [ríe].
[Well, like a woman that cuts the hair, she’s Hispanic and she looks…
almost like her, but not because the one that cuts hair is taller and this one
is shorter. But I don’t know she looks like the woman, but there are people
that I look and think that they are that and they are not. Like that man out
there. He looks very American because of his hair].

PI:

¡Pero esta calvo! ¡No tiene pelo! [But he is bald! He has no hair!]

Margarita:

[laughs] Bueno, el café que tiene en las orillas ¿no? Así la miro yo,
pero ¿sabes que hay unas personas que tienen pelo negro? Bueno, no todas
tienen el pelo negro, como la señora que dijiste ¿Porque los americanos no
tienen los ojos azules o algo así? … Ella no la tiene, ella no, pero no sabe
si, puede ser su mamá americana o, y su papá mexi- o probablemente, no
sabemos [Well, the brown hair that he has on the sides, right? That’s how I
see it but, do you know that some people have black hair? Well, not all of
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them have black hair, like the lady you were talking about, because
Americans don’t have blue eyes or something like that? … She doesn’t have
it, but you don’t know if, her mom can be American or, and her father Mexior probably, we don’t know].
Margarita bases her thoughts about who is Hispanic depending on how they look. For her, having
light brown hair and blue eyes means that you are American, on the other hand, if one person is
not very tall and has black hair, that person is Mexican. When she is thinking about all these
physical features, she realizes that the woman in the reception that she thought she looked Mexican
is taller than the Hispanic woman she knows who is a hairdresser. So, in the end she thinks that
the woman in the reception can be from a mixed family (part white American and part Mexican),
because she is tall but has dark hair and eyes. She also stated that sometimes she thinks one person
is from a place based on how they look but she is wrong. Manuela reproduces the stereotypes that
exist in the broader society and attaches a language to the way some person looks. On the other
hand, Manuel, the only boy in the group of heritage speakers admitted that he did not know if a
person spoke Spanish until he speaks to them. Manuel was visually impaired and seems he is not
assigning stereotypes about how one person looks to a language or race. It may be because of his
visual limitations that he uses other mechanisms to construct ideas around language speakers.
Manuel:

…y a veces como con las personas que sí yo sé que sí saben español, les
hablo español a veces [and sometimes like with the people that I do know
that speak Spanish and sometimes].

PI:

¿Y cómo sabes si hablan español o no? [and how do you know if they speak
Spanish or not?]

Manuela:

Como a veces … como dicen si hablan español o me preguntan a veces ‘¿Sí,
hablas español?’ [Like sometimes they say if the speak Spanish or they ask
me ‘Do you speak Spanish?’].

Manuel does not follow the typical stereotypes to racialize and nationalize languages, which may
be due in part to his visual impairment. According to him, he only knows if they speak Spanish
when he asks. Further, there was an absence in the discussion about accents and varieties of
languages.
As it has been mentioned in multiple times, although the heritage speakers were born in
the US, they are aware of the family’s situation with regards to immigration status. Manuela
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commented about her parents’ legal status, which is a topic that many of the heritage speakers in
the study described. PI and Manuela were talking about moving from another country to study and
Manuela said,
Manuela:

If yo estaba en España no más me voy a quedar ahí, voy al colegio ahí [If I
was in Spain I would stay there, I’d go to college there].

PI:

¿Por qué? [why?]

Manuela:

Porque no tienes que ir todo acá a la América, no más para el colegio. Mis
papás tienen una visa, como, está bien. [Because you don’t have to go here
to America… my parents do have a visa, it’s fine].

In the case of Manuela, she constructs their family’s nationalization based on their language and
on their legal status, having a valid “visa.” As mentioned before, although they were born in the
US they define themselves as Mexicans and they are aware of the family’s collective status within
the country. Manuela is deeply aware of how she is ascribed by the majority as an immigrant, even
though she is a US citizen.
This distinction of “us” and “them”, which some of the English peers also used to a lesser
extent, was explained by Thompson (1999). According to her, ethnic minorities would explicitly
draw the lines of we/they in opposition to the inclusive colorblind rhetoric adopted by the majority
group in the United States.

b) Language Hierarchies
As mentioned in 4.4.1.b, where we looked at the English peers’ data regarding language
hierarchies, we defined hierarchies like the manner that things or people are organized, according
to a system in relationship to power. We also mentioned that when those hierarchies are related to
language, they need to be connected to the people that speak those languages or the beliefs or ideas
related to the people that speak certain languages.
Manuela mentioned that she has friends in her neighborhood that are Americans and speak
English and only one is Mexican and speaks Spanish. She also mentioned that she teaches some
English to her friend that speaks Spanish but she doesn’t teach Spanish to her friends that speak
English because: “ellos no quieren” [they don’t want to]. She said that when she wanted to teach
them some Spanish, her English monolingual American friends would respond “ya sé español, sé
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‘hola’, ‘sí’, ‘no’ ‘mamá’, ‘papá’ [pronouncing the Spanish words with English accent]” [I already
know Spanish, I know ‘hola’, ‘sí’, ‘no’ ‘mamá’, ‘papá’].
None of the Spanish heritage speakers mentioned at any time that they do not want to learn
English. However, not only monolingual English peers would show no interest to learn Spanish,
but according to them, uttering four words in Spanish (like “hola”, “sí”, “mamá” and, “papá”)
means that they know the language. This is a manifestation of English hegemony.
However, the most radical manifestation of English hegemony is the fact that people,
specially teachers in schools, overtly prohibit the use of Spanish by the heritage peers.
Manuela:

Como hay muchos niños en mi clase que son como Mexicans como yo, ellos
hablan español poquito, pero ya no podemos porque mi maestra dice que if
hablo if ha- hablamos otro como español los otros niños que no saben
español van decir como estaban hablando de ellos [Like there are a lot of
children in my class that are Mexicans like me, they speak a bit of Spanish,
but we cannot do it anymore because my teacher says if I speak if we speak
another, like Spanish, the other children that don’t know Spanish are going
to say that they were talking about them].

PI:

¿Ah sí?, ¿eso dice tu maestra?... ¿Crees que los otros niños se sienten mal
si habláis español? [Oh, really? That’s what you teacher says? Do you think
the other children feel bad if you speak Spanish?]

Manuela:

uhm noo....

Manuela has had the experience of being in the classroom and being banned from use of her
heritage language, and the language of her Hispanic peers to comfort and privilege the monolingual
English peers with the rationale of what they may think. Manuela thinks that her monolingual
English peers are not really worried about the Hispanic children using their language. She goes
beyond and states that some of her Hispanic peers cannot speak English, which would create a
very imbalanced situation since the monolingual English children are allowed to speak their
language, but the monolingual Hispanic children cannot.
PI:

¿Y qué te parece que la maestra diga que no se puede? [So, what do you
think about the fact that she says that you cannot-speak Spanish?]

Manuela:

Yo creo que eso es malo porque no if no sabemos muchas le- como... como
palabras en inglés tenemos otro, una lenguaje que podemos hablar. Y no
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todas las veces hablamos como malo de otros niños, no más estamos
hablando porque no, ellos no saben cómo hablar el inglés mucho [I think it
is bad because if we do not

know many words in English we have

another language that we can speak. And not all the times we speak bad
things about the other kids. We are only speaking (Spanish) because they
don’t know how to speak much English].
Manuela is aware of the injustice that newer immigrant-Hispanic peers experience because they
“have another language” that they can speak and they are not allowed, although they may not be
able to communicate otherwise. Not only is she manifesting the inequality about the fact that they
are not allowed something that is theirs, a part of them, their heritage and culture, but another
communication resource that the teachers, adults in power, take from them.
Margarita also experienced the language prohibition when she was younger and was
visiting another school. She reported she had gone to school to pick her cousin up and she and her
cousin were speaking Spanish in the corridors when school was over. Then, a teacher stopped them
and told them not to speak Spanish.
Margarita:

Hay escuelas donde te dicen no hables en español. Porque cuando fuimos a
recoger a mi primo... Fuimos y le estaba hablando en español y dijeron ‘no
no hablen en español, hablen en inglés’… No más nos dijeron: ‘no hablen
en, este, en español porque no te entendimos. Porque qué tal si dicen como
groserías o así’…una maestra, na más nos dijo ‘no hablen’…íbamos en el
hallway…y digo ‘¿qué dijo?’ Porque yo no sabía todavía porque estaba
chiquita y yo le dije ‘¿Qué dijo?’ Y dijo ‘que no hables en español.’ [There
are schools where they tell you not to speak Spanish, because when we went
to pick my cousin up…We went and I was talking to him in Spanish and they
said: ‘no, don’t speak in Spanish because we don’t understand you.
Because what if you say swear words or so’… a teacher, just said ‘don’t
talk’…we were walking down the hallway and I say, ‘what did she say?’
and he said: ‘that you don’t speak Spanish’].

From what has been reported by the heritage speakers, the excuses that children may be saying
rude things or talking badly about other students seem to entitle English monolingual teachers to
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prohibit Hispanic students’ language. This manifestation of power imbalance has been reported in
the literature by Leeman (2012) that stated that “school is a key site where young people are
socialized into hegemonic value systems”. English language hegemony and the power of
monolingual English speakers are privileged over the Spanish language, Spanish speakers and
Hispanic children that may be saying rude things or talking about their English peers badly. This
type of linguicism is perpetuated and fomented by the “competent adults” or teachers that represent
the school system or the teachers.
One of the consequences of this perpetuation of language and culture imbalance by a figure
of power seems to affect the fact that Spanish heritage speakers do not want to speak Spanish and
prefer English. When Margarita was talking about her Hispanic friends from Puerto Rico and El
Salvador, she mentioned that they were in another classroom because they did not speak any
English. Thus, English Language Learners are segregated in a different classroom, and then, in
recess or out of the classroom they speak with the other Hispanic children in Spanish. However
according to Margarita, she does it “a fuerzas” [by the force], which means that it is not voluntary.
She feels forced to speak to them in Spanish because they do not know English. She has mentioned
in other times in the individual interviews and in the focus groups that she prefers to speak English.
This is also an example of linguistic coercion in educational practice (Skutnabb-Kangas,
2000), and its purpose is the assimilation of the minority students into the majority. Spanish
heritage speakers are told that they are doing something wrong when they are speaking their
language, which has real linguistic and cultural consequences, like Margarita’s preference towards
English language.

c) Identity
Identity is a construct discussed more among the heritage speakers. The norm is to be an
English monolingual white American, and this concept is promoted and privileged at Pine Grove
Elementary, the English-medium school. This is one of the reasons why Spanish heritage speakers
are aware that their identities are positioned precariously in their school where English is the
defacto language and their linguistic identities are in contrast to English. They have been banned
to speak their heritage language, and they call themselves “Mexicans” although they are from the
US. The discourse among heritage peers is about “us” (Hispanic that speak Spanish) and “them”
(Americans that speak English). Identity is also discussed at their homes by their families.
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Manuela reported that when she speaks English at her home, her mother and father do not
like it. “They say ‘habla español, somos hispanos y tenemos que hablar español’, pero es muy duro
para mí porque…no soy buena a hablar español”. [They say, ‘talk Spanish, we are Hispanic and
we have to speak Spanish’, but it’s really hard for me because… I am not good at speaking
Spanish].
As we have mentioned before, Manuela comes from a mixed family. Her father is from
Texas. Her paternal grandparents live in Texas and her paternal grandfather is an American English
speaker. Her mother is from Mexico and that is where her maternal grandmother lives. She was
born and raised in the US and she has been reporting at different times on the interviews that she
is Mexican. Language, ethnicity and identity are highly contextual terms, being identity the most
contextual of them all (García, 2010). Heritage speakers’ contexts are diverse. At home they are
told to speak Spanish because they are “Hispanos”, in their English-medium school they are not
allowed to use Spanish, and their English monolingual friends have no little to no interest in their
Spanish language. Their Spanish heritage speaker friends are in the same limbo they are thrown
into, by all the adults that are around them. Translanguaging is one of the manifestations of their
convoluted and flexible identities.
Manuela was asked if she translanguaged and she answered: “yo creo que eso se llama
como Spanglish, yo uso Spanglish mucho” [I think it is called Spanglish and I use it a lot]. She
also commented about when people translanguage. “Ellos dicen como...Oooo yo tengo hambre
para hamburgers y ketchup [with English pronunciation] pero también quiero arroz y frijoles y
todo eso [laughs]” [They say like, oooh, I am hungry for hamburgers and ketchup but I also want
rice and beans].
The heritage speaker that most used translanguaging was Manuel. He was aware that he
does it all the time. However, when he talks in English in the classroom he only translanguages
when he does not know a word and he said the example of “pupusas [stuffed tortilla]”. It is not
surprising that he does not know a word for that in English since it is a food from El Salvador and
it only has a name in Spanish.
All heritage speakers including Manuel, Manuela, Maria and Margarita translanguage in a
very natural manner. Translanguaging is part of their identity and linguistic flexibility and helps
them make sense out of the bilingual world (García, 2009). As we have seen in Chapter 2, it is one
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of the most remarkable features of heritage speakers that grow in a setting where two languages
are spoken, but where English is most valued.

d) Language as Capital
As mentioned before, languages are perceived as something a person can take advantage
of, use and own. In society the idea of multilingualism is spread as an asset that can help someone
get a better job in the globalized world of the 21st century. Spanish heritage speakers have shared
their desire to learn other languages. Manuela said she wanted to learn two more languages like
French and Chinese. If she had the opportunity to study other languages at school she would
because she thinks that learning other languages “is cool”. On the other hand, when she was asked
if she thought that Spanish is cool she answered,
¿Español? Kind of…[tilting her head] porque no es como un full lang… sí es un full
language, yo no sé, no más.. no es muy fun para mí porque ya la sé”. [Spanish? Kind
of…because it is not like a full Lang- yes, it is a full language but I don’t know, it’s not
very fun for me because I already know it].
However, she thought that speaking English would help her be successful in life because a lot of
people here (in the United States) talk English but not Spanish. Margarita and Maria also thought
that English is very important for the same reasons.
4.8.2. Focus Groups
All heritage participants from the English-medium school, Pine Grove Elementary
introduced themselves in Spanish at the beginning when they get all together in the room. I had
already been talking to them in Spanish and that was the language they used with me. Margarita
and Maria did not want to share their drawings because they say they are shy and they do not like
their drawings. The interviewer shared her drawing so they were guided into the activity. The one
that wanted to share his drawing first was Manuel. Meanwhile, Maria and Margarita did not want
to share their drawings and kept their heads down.

a) Nationalization/Racializing Language
Heritage students connected English language with being American, yet when they are told
they are American, they doubt this assertion,
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Margarita:

Es que la maestra una vez me estaba hablando y me dijo: ¿terminaste la
tarea? Y yo le estaba contestando en español y luego en inglés [One time
the teacher was talking to me and said: ‘have you finished your homework?’
And I answered in Spanish and then in English]

PI:

uh-huh. ¿Y? [So?]

Margarita:

Pues americana [Well, she’s American]

PI:

¿Y qué pasa? [So what’s wrong?]
[Manuela, Margarita and Maria laugh]

Margarita:

Oh my God!

PI:

Huh?

Margarita:

Se estaba burlando hasta de mí [Pointing at Maria- She was mocking me].

PI:

Y tú también eres americana, ¿o no? [Well, you are American too, aren’t
you?]

Margarita:

¿Yo? ¡No sé! [Me? I don’t know!]

Margarita used sarcasm to suggest that she was no longer assured of her national/heritage identity
as it was in question with her teacher. In the individual interviews, Margarita talked about how
somebody “looked American” or “Mexican”. We also mentioned how Spanish heritage speakers,
in spite of being born in the US, consider themselves as Mexicans. The conversation came up again
in the focus group interview, as shown before. However, this time the statement was not about
others but about oneself, Margarita. Now nationalization and racializing is linked to her identity
and she is conflicted.

b) Language Hierarchies
Spanish as an oral language: When Margarita describes her drawing, she says that she tells
her step cousin “¡Cállate la boca!” [shut up!] (Figure 16). She is asked then if she wrote it in
Spanish or in English and she said that she wrote it in English, because she does not know how to
write it in Spanish. Margarita insists, “¡No sé cómo escribirlo en español! [I don’t know how to
write it in Spanish]!
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Figure 16. Excerpt from Margarita’s Drawing
On the other hand, when Maria was describing her drawing to the rest of the heritage speakers, she
said that she wrote in English that she was tired, although she was sharing it orally in Spanish.
“Estoy cansada” [I’m tired]. PI asked her why she had written it in English and not in Spanish, and
Manuel interrupted,
Manuel:

[getting annoyed]. Con permiso … nosotros no sabemos porque eso no nos
enseñan en clase. Soo… [Excuse me…We do not know how to write (in
Spanish) because we are not taught that in class].

Margarita:

Yeah, no nos enseñan. [Yea, they don’t teach us].

The group affirms what Manuel says. However, when asked if they would like to be taught in
Spanish in school Margarita very quickly says, “NO!” However, the rest says “Sí” [Yes]. Then,
Margarita changes her mind but clarifies, she would like to be taught how to write in Spanish, but
she would not like to speak Spanish in the classrooms.
As mentioned before, the prohibition of the use of the minority language aims the
assimilation into the main culture. An “embarrassment, shame and a feeling of doing something
‘wrong’ is inculcated with those prohibitions” (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, pp. 344-345). Margarita
felt that embarrassment when she used Spanish with an English monolingual teacher and her
fellow heritage peers demonstrate that they would like to learn Spanish within schools yet
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Margarita states that the school “does not teach it to us,” demonstrating her consciousness about
the preferred language and the hierarchies therein.

c) Identity
Since Maria and Margarita do not want to share their drawing, they ask that the PI2, who
is Chinese, shares hers. I told the students that PI3 cannot do it because she does not speak Spanish
and then Margarita shouts, “English!” and Maria adds with a lot of confidence, “But we ALL
[motioning to other heritage speakers] understand English.” Maria, who was previously reserved
and not participating boldly asserts on behalf of the group that English delivery would suffice.
When the interviewer who is Hispanic says that she speaks in Spanish with her mother
because that is the language that she knows, Margarita says “Lo mismo con la mía.” [what happens
with mine too].
As already mentioned, Margarita would be ashamed about how she talked in Spanish to a
teacher. The interviewer asked why and she responded “Porque es Americana!” [Because she is
American!] So, the interviewer told her “¡Pero tú también eres Americana!” [But you are American
too!]. To what she responded “¿Yo? ¡No sé!” [Me? I don’t’ know!]. She would continue explaining
how she was confused because it was one of the first days of school and she thought for a moment
that she was talking to her mother, instead a teacher that did not speak any Spanish. Her fear is
that they have a teacher that speaks Spanish but she is not with them (Spanish speaker) daily. This
kind of judgement, evaluation, insecurity, seem to happen outside the house and at school.
In the end, all the heritage children are saying that they would like to be taught in Spanish
at school. Margarita, is the only one that said that she did not want to change her mind. “Los dos,
para que me acostumbre”. [Both. So, I get used to it]. Although some of the Spanish heritage
speakers shared their preference towards English, during the focus group interview, most of them
shared that they would like to have instruction in Spanish, but they are deeply aware that the school
does not teach it.
When they are asked if they would speak in Spanish to their children, all the girls say that
they are not going to have children, and Manuel does not share any information. When asked about
other family like nephews, nieces or cousins they say they would speak in English to them. That
is when Manuel interrupts to say that he wants to remind them something: Spanish would help
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them find a good job in the future, and they need or practice it or they are going to forget it like
some of the children that go to the church that he goes to.
Manuel:

El español es bien importante porque te puede ayudar a conseguir un buen
trabajo. Y también porque así, tienes que practicar el español o tal vez o
vas a olvidar [Spanish is really important because it can help you get a good
job and also, because maybe that way you have to practice it or maybe or
you forget it].

Margarita:

‘Ta bien [It’s ok]

Manuel:

Sí, porque los otros niños en la iglesia que se han olvidado el español [Yes,
because the other children at church have forgotten Spanish].

Margarita:

True!

Maria:

El pastor dice que tenemos que escribir en español porque si tienes un
trabajo puedes tener un papel para leer o para escribir. [The pastor says we
have to write in Spanish because if you have a job you can have a paper to
read or write].

Manuela, Manuel y Maria have reported that the church is influencing the decisions about the
maintenance of their heritage language. For Manuel and Maria, their pastors have overtly
addressed the importance of their language and preserve it, also using the excuse of the importance
it can have to find a good job, that they can get some benefit from it. Manuela mentioned in the
individual interviews that her parents were teaching her to read in Spanish with a Bible.
When they are told that Spanish is the language of the family, Maria and Margarita insist
that it is the language of part of the family members. Margarita says that her uncles speak English
and Maria that Spanish is only the language of her mother (because she is the only one in the
family that cannot speak English). In a situation of language imbalance, where English is the
hegemonic language, the language that has more value, it is important for the heritage speakers to
include it in the family. It would give them the value that English has in the broader society.
On the other hand, they mention that Spanish it is important because there are people that
do not speak English. Margarita commented to PI: “Como tu mamá, que no sabe inglés” [Like your
mum, that doesn’t know English] And Maria mentioned the names of three other children that
attend the same school but cannot speak any English. According to Margarita, they only speak
Spanish and sometimes she gets tired: “A veces me canso porque no más hablan español todo el
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día” [Sometimes I get tired because they only speak Spanish the whole day]. However, Margarita
did not mention at any time that she gets tired of speaking English. Getting tired of speaking the
minority language is a manifestation of her compliance to the hegemonic language, English.
Moreover, Maria thinks that the children that only speak Spanish are “chistosos” [funny].
Margarita thinks so as well. Manuela and Manuel are not participating in the conversation.
Manuela sometimes laughs at the stories the monolingual-Spanish children say but does not
express any kind of agreement or disagreement.
Although the study of identity has been central in heritage language research, the way it is
constructed, performed and represented is new. As Leeman (2015) stated “societal ideologies,
power relations, and institutional policies” constrain identity, which is not fixed. As we have seen,
they are told by the parents to use one language (Spanish), and by educators and broader society
to use another (English). They are pushed and influenced by different power levels. However, the
more “permanent” characteristic of the group would be the concept of “weness” (Thompson,
1999). The collective “we” is adopted to demonstrate heritage learners’ preference toward English.
In school, the representation of power, the teachers, tell them to speak in English. At home, the
representation of power, their parents, tell them that they are Hispanic and they need to speak in
Spanish. Children are trying to negotiate this power presence by the appropriation of the “weness”
in their different contexts. At school, it means they are Mexican Americans that speak English,
and at home it means they are Hispanic and speak Spanish.

d) Language as Capital
In an effort by members of the community (the pastors in their churches) to maintain the
language, they are told that when they grow up Spanish can help them find a better job. Maria
shared, “El pastor dice que tenemos que escribir en español porque si tienes un trabajo puedes
tener un papel para leer o para escribir”. [The pastor says we have to write in Spanish because if
you have a job you can have a paper to read or write]
Manuel also expressed the importance of being bilingual to the rest of the children. He,
like the pastor of the church that Maria attends, thinks that Spanish can help you find a better job
in the future. This idea of language as capital is one of the most extended in bilingual research and
education.
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Hey, les quiero contar algo. El español es bien importante porque te puede ayudar a
conseguir un buen trabajo. Y también por así, tienes que practicar el español o tal vez o vas
a olvidar [Hey, I want to tell you something. Spanish is very important because it can help
you get a good job. And also, you practice it or you are going to forget it].
All of them seem to be aware that they can lose the language that they learned at home. Margarita
said, “That can be” and Maria said: “That's true!”. So, PI brought a reflection that they may have
not been exposed to, which is preserving their language because it is part of their heritage and
identity.
PI:

¿Y si solo para el trabajo y nos importa que sea lengua de nuestros papás?
[And only for work, you don’t care that it is the language of your parents?]

Margarita:

Vamos a decir como ella [referring to the PI2 who is from China and does
not speak Spanish] no, habla en español. Y no más se me ocurre en inglés,
¿está bien? [we are going to do like her-the PI2 from China- she doesn’t
speak Spanish and only English comes to my mind].

All heritage participants at Pine Grove, except Margarita seemed concerned about PI’s assertion.
She sees everyday how nobody cares about her language, and the language of her family. It seems
to be tiring to maintain the language of the home when everybody around her, but her parents, uses
another one. When she has been banned from speaking it, and she has been racially marked by it,
as she marks the rest of the people. Margarita has been inculcated that she was doing something
wrong when speaking her language, which has real linguistic and cultural consequences, like
abandoning the heritage language resulting in language loss (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000).
4.9. Comparison between Participants: Heritage Speakers and English Monolingual Peers
In this section I compare the English monolinguals and the heritage students at Pine Grove
Elementary, an English-medium school. I describe the different ideologies of the two groups in
the areas of language as a secret tool, language confidence, language reactions in school, and
language (in)securities.
4.9.1. Language as a Secret Tool
English peers and heritage students discussed language as a secrecy tool. Some of the
English monolingual peers like to use Pig Latin to share secrets and some of the heritage speakers
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use either their heritage language in front of monolingual English speakers, or English in front of
their family members who only speak Spanish. This use of language as a tool as a form of capital
and exclusion (Willoughby, 2009) since it also helps them exclude others.
4.9.2. Language Confidence
Since they are not taught Spanish at school, English peers are basically monolingual
individuals and heritage speakers have no Spanish literacy, which prevents them from writing the
language and relegates Spanish to an oral way of communication with people that do not speak
English. Heritage speakers show a certain degree of insecurity regarding both language
proficiencies in English and Spanish. Meanwhile, the English peers consider knowing a couple of
words in Spanish or other languages like having some command of it, which has been addressed
by Lippi-Green (1997). Having an ethnic heritage or “being Italian” is knowing the language. That
security seems to be granted by being part of the privileged group, and not by the real skills that
bilingual speakers have, which represents the ideological view of language discussed by Flores
and Rosa (2015).
4.9.3. Language Restrictions in School
Only heritage speakers have suffered the prohibition to speak their language with the
excuse that they may say bad things about the majority group. English peers did not report any
kind of prohibition when they speak their secret language of Pig Latin. Moreover, there is the
scenario where there are monolinguals of English and monolinguals of Spanish, and the English
monolinguals are privileged by the power figures that teachers represent. Spanish speakers are
banned from speaking Spanish “in case they say bad things about the English children”. Heritage
participants denoted that there are children that only speak Spanish (newly arrived immigrants)
and teachers still apply the same principle in class of “no Spanish.” There is a protection or a
defense of English monolinguals in the school including majority students and teachers, but no
defense of Spanish monolinguals in the school. This is representation of linguistic genocide in
educational practice described by Skutnabb-Kangas (2000). Its purpose is the assimilation of the
minority students into the majority, which is the result of monolingual English-medium schools
(Baker & Sienkewicz, 2000).
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English peers conflate speaking a language with the fact of having a percentage of
European ancestry. On the other hand, heritage speakers make a distinction between the Hispanic
children that only speak Spanish, who are newer immigrants, whom they think are funny, and
themselves, that speak Spanish and English but they are not sure if they are Americans. In spite of
the fact that they may come from a mixed family, or have been born in the United States, they still
consider themselves Mexicans or Hispanic. As it has been mentioned, identities are highly
contextual (García, 2010), and the context of the heritage speakers fluctuates from home and their
communities to school and the broader society.
4.9.4. Language (In)securities
English peers in general (mostly the boys) think it would be cool to learn a language, but
they think they would struggle and would not remember or it would be very difficult. On the other
hand, heritage speakers, although they have been told that maintaining the language may benefit
them in a future since they can get a better job, some have reservations for different reasons: they
do not want to mix languages and talking to a -monolingual- American (as they have stated) in
Spanish by mistake. They feel insecure about their language proficiencies and state that they do
not understand everything in English or Spanish. As I mentioned, linguistic insecurities are
experienced by the minority groups (Lippi-Green, 1997), who compare their language competence
with that of the English monolingual majority. However, when English peers are positioned in a
hypothetical bilingual scenario, in which they had to learn another language, they anticipate they
would feel insecurity as well.

101

CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF BILINGUAL SCHOOL:
SUN VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

5.1. Introduction
In this chapter, I discuss the findings and analysis related to the data collected in the
bilingual school with a Dual Immersion (Spanish/English) language (DLBE) program in Indiana.
Firstly, I provide detailed information about the demographics of the school. Then, I introduce the
first group of participants, the English peers. After introducing the first group of participants, I
discuss and display the drawings that they did explaining their daily lives in relationship to
language use. Then, I analyze the individual interviews in connection to the drawings (since it
happened simultaneously). Next, I analyze the focus group interview of the monolingual English
peers.
Secondly, I individually introduce the second group of participants in Sun Valley School,
the group of Spanish heritage speakers. Then, I describe and display the drawings of their daily
lives and language use. Next, I analyze the individual interviews in connection with the drawings.
Lastly, I analyze the focus group interview of the Spanish heritage speakers. At the very end of
this chapter, I compare both groups of participants, the English peers and the Spanish heritage
speakers and how their language ideologies are constructed and appropriated within a bilingualmedium school of English and Spanish.
5.2. School Information
In this chapter, I examine the data collected in a bilingual-medium school among heritageSpanish speakers and majority-English speakers. The demographics of Sun Valley Elementary
School were described in Chapter 3. However, I will display demographics graphs as a reminder.
At the time of data collection in the 2015-2016, the number of 5th graders were 79 (Indiana
Department of Education, 2017). Twelve (15.2%) were Black. Thirty-four (43%) were Hispanic,
and 26 (32.9%) were White (Figure 17).
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Figure 17. Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race at Sun Valley Bilingual Elementary
The following graph represents the number and percentages of students that had free meals,
reduced priced meals, and paid meals (Indiana Department of Education, 2017) (Figure 18). This
socio-economic information can help discern the income differences among the students’ families
by race/ethnicity. In the academic year of 2015-2016, 36 students were eligible for getting free
meals, which represented the 45.6% of the total of 5th graders. Five students, which represented
the 6.3% received reduced price meals, and 38 students, which represented the 48.1% of the total
5th graders received paid meals.
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Figure 18. Enrollment by Socioeconomics at Sun Valley Bilingual Elementary
There were 16 English Language Learners in 5th grade in 2015-2016 academic year. This number
is 20.3% of all the 5th grade students in the school. The rest of students, 63 (79.7%) were nonEnglish Language Learners. While the school is moving toward having an equal distribution of
English and Spanish speakers, at the time of collection, a high proportion are English majority
speakers.
5.3. Participants: Sun Valley Elementary School (Bilingual School). English Peers
Five participants are English speakers at Sun Valley Elementary Bilingual School and were
between 10 and 11-years old and all identified as being born in the US. All have future aspirations
for professional careers (Table 5). All identify using English with and among their parents,
siblings, and friends. While parents are identified as US-born, one participant, Bessie remarked
that she was adopted and that she knew she had some kind of Hispanic heritage as she has seen in
her adoption papers. Another English peer, Harry remarked his father’s Scottish origin, since they
usually travel to Scotland and his father’s family still live there. With the exception of two
participants, all students have only one other sibling with an average sibling household of two.
Two participants have step-siblings who do not live with them.
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Table 5. Participants: English Peers at Bilingual School
Pseudonym

Gender

Age

Citizenship

Race

Siblings

Dad’s

Mom’s

Language

Language

Language

Future

in

origin

origin

with

with

with

goals

parents

siblings

friends

English

English

English

the

home
Harry

M

11

US

White

Younger

Scotland

US

adopted

Marine
Biologist

sister

Bessie

F

10

US

Black

1 brother

US

US

English

English

English

with

Singer/food
scientist

Hispanic
Heritage

Sally

F

11

US

White

Only

US

US

English

child
Michael

M

not

US

Black

reported
Anna

F

10

Older

Not

English

reported

not
identified

US

US

English

English

English

Film director

US

US

English

English

English

not

brother
US

White

Younger
brother

identified
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Harry: English Peer
Harry is an 11-year-old boy in the 5th grade. He has an adopted younger sister from South
Korea who is 8 years old and she also attends his school. She was adopted when she was a baby.
His parents are university educated. His father is from Scotland and works for a computer
software/programming company and his mother works for “immigration in a university.” His
family usually goes to Scotland during the holidays and they also traveled to his sister’s birthplace
of South Korea, which he identified as his favorite holiday. His father and sister go to a
community-run Korean class during the weekend and he states that he has a “very diverse family.”

Bessie: English Peer
Bessie is a 10-year-old girl. She is Black and she has been adopted by a White family. Her
mother works as a music teacher and her father has a disability and cannot work outside the home.
Including her birth brother (who she does not know and has a different adoptive mother) she has
five brothers, but there is only one that lives in the same house. She is the 5th child or the second
youngest. Her youngest brother is in 5th grade. She lives with her 5th grade sibling and the other
three are in Florida and they are half-brothers on her father’s side. The father regards them as
brothers and thus, Bessie regards them as brothers. One of her step-siblings learned to speak
Spanish and then discontinued his studies. The only friends that speak in Spanish are the ones from
school.

Sally: English Peer
Sally is an 11-year-old girl. She is White and speaks English at home. She is an only child.
Her parents are divorced and she lives mostly with her mother. Her father is a firefighter and has
a girlfriend who is a heritage speaker of Spanish whose parents are from Mexico, so sometimes
she speaks Spanish with her. Her mother works in a jewelry store and she sees her mother
periodically, but her father has primary custody. She has a grandmother who is dissatisfied with
her bilingual education because she believes she will “forget English.”

Michael: English Peer
Michael is a 5th grader. His age was not reported but he was 10 or 11 years old at the time
of data collection. He was born in California. He is Black and speaks English at home. His brother
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went to the same bilingual school and is more proficient in Spanish than him. His father moved
away when he was young and he has no regular contact with him. His mother works in advertising
and Michael reports that she earns a lot of money. He has an older brother in high school. He also
reported that one of his grandmothers spoke a little Italian.

Anna: English Peer
Anna is a 10-year-old girl. Her family is from what she describes as the Midwest. She is
White and she speaks English at home. She has a younger brother who goes to the same school.
Her parents are both pharmacists and her mother also teaches pharmacy courses at the university.
She says she speaks English most of the time because she understands English better.
5.4. Findings Drawings: English Peers
As mentioned in Section 4.3., the first day the research team and I met the participants and
we introduced ourselves and explained that we were going to make a drawing that explained our
everyday life and how we used our languages. Our team offered the children some colored markers
and paper so they could do the same. Some were more detailed and precise than others. Some took
one session and others took two to complete. During the third and last individual interview, we
offered them some transparencies to put on top of their drawings. In this way they had enough
time to internalize and process the conversations about language use across different contexts. The
transparencies were placed on top of the drawings so they could add some text to show thinking
bubbles or speech bubbles above related illustrations. Some added descriptors and arrows pointing
at the different parts of the picture (Figure 6).

Harry: English Peer, Bilingual School
Harry’s picture story starts from the bottom. In the low center part of the drawing we can
see how Harry is arriving in school after riding the bus and he says, “Yay! I wonder what we will
do today”. From that part, there is an arrow that directs you to next section in the drawing. Above
that part he had written “English class” and shows Harry in a desk and a teacher next to a
blackboard. The thinking bubble on the transparency over the drawing says, “I wander what to
do… this is a bit complex but I think its important”. Harry had explained that he is taught Math in
English and that is one of the reasons why he preferred to do homework in Spanish. From that part
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on the drawing there is an arrow that directs you to another drawing above which it states, “Spanish
class”. It shows a teacher pointing at a flag of the United States and Harry sitting down at his desk.
The thinking bubble on the transparency says, “¿Que paso despues?... ¿como hice eso? ¡eso es
muy interesante!” [What happened later?... How did I do that? That is very interesting!].
From that part of the picture there is another arrow that directs you to the next drawing,
which is Harry leaving the bus and walking home. There is no thinking bubble in that part on the
transparency.

Figure 19. Harry’s Language Portrait
Bessie: English Peer, Bilingual School
Bessie’s picture has the layout of a comic. It starts from the top left corner’s where she
drew herself and wrote “wake up” (Figure 20). Over her on the transparency she wrote “Why me
I am so tired” The next frame shows Bessie with things on her hands and over her it is written
“breakfest”. Over the transparency she drew a thinking bubble that read: “so much pain, my big
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back pack”. The next frame on the right side of the sheet shows different tables with circles around
them that are the students and a woman on the front and a blackboard behind her. From that woman
there is an arrow and it is written “Spanish teacher”. Over that frame it is written “11:15 at school”.
On the transparency she wrote a speech bubble that comes from Bessie and says: “awesome”. The
next frame is the one on the lower left corner of the sheet and it shows a notebook or a book with
lines like if it had things written down. Over the book it is written: “Dictado/reading
response/Spanish writing” [Dictation/reading response/Spanish writing]. On the lower part of that
frame there is a speech bubble that says, “Sounds great”. The last frame shows Bessie from the top
behind, reading a book and above it “Reading” is written. There is a speech bubble that comes
from her and that says: “It’s so good, can’t wait to finish” to denote that she loves reading.

Figure 20. Bessie's Language Portrait
Sally: English Peer, Bilingual School
Sally’s drawing is very elaborate (Figure 21). It has a comic layout with twelve frames.
Three rows and four frames per row. The first one is the one in the top left side of the sheet. She
is sitting on the sofa in the living room watching television and there is a speech bubble that comes
from her over the transparency that says: “This is a good show”. The next frame shows Sally in
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front of a plate holding a fork. There is a thinking bubble on the transparency that comes from her
and says, “These are some good waffles!”.
On the next frame there is a pair of pants, a t-shirt and a pair of shoes and there is a thinking
bubble that says, “This is a good outfit!”. She crossed what she drew in the next frame, and in the
following one she drew a car. There is a speech bubble that says, “Bye, dad!” and a thinking bubble
that says, “I hope today is a good day”.
On the next frame she drew herself going into class and there is a speech bubble that says,
“Hi” and then she drew a thinking bubble that says, “I need to finish this book”. On the next frame
she drew the school materials and, on the transparency she wrote a thinking bubble that says,
“Okay everything is out for class”. On the next frame, there is a drawing of a paper with an A+ on
it and a thinking bubble that says, “I got an A plus on my homework. Yay!!”
On the next frame there is a piece of paper with lines that simulate writing and she
explained it meant that that meant that she is doing the morning work. She wrote a thinking bubble
on the transparency that says, “This is pretty easy!” On the next frame Sally drew an open book,
and on the transparency, she wrote “this is a great book!” On the next box she drew a string
instrument and wrote, “Music, Art, P.E., dancing, Drama, Library”, and then on the transparency
she wrote with another color a circle around “Music” with a question mark next to it, a circle
around “P.E.” with an exclamation mark next to it and a thinking bubble that says, “Today is P.E.”
She described that she was trying to figure out which subjects she had that day.
Finally, in the last frame, she shows a paper with lines like if it had something written on
it. On the transparency she drew a thinking bubble that says, “I got an A+ on my morning work!”
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Figure 21. Sally’s Language Portrait
Michael: English Peer, Bilingual School
Michael’s picture needed to be edited to preserve anonymity (Figure 22). On the right where there
is a circle and says, “Brother’s name” he wrote his brother’s name. On the lower right part where
there is another red oval with Sun Valley School written inside he wrote the real name of the
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school. On the left, there is another oval where it says “Michael” and he wrote his real name there
and the last oval had the name of his old school.
On the upper right side of the paper he wrote “Mamá” [mum], his brother’s name, “Clase”,
“caféteria”, “recreo”, “Viendo a escuela”, “papa”, “restaurantes”, and a line towards his school.
On the left of those names he drew a house and he wrote “9 años” “5 años” inside. On the right of
that he wrote “español” an arrow towards “no” and an arrow towards “me”. Michael also wrote
“Indiana (ingles)” and two arrows: one towards the new bilingual school where he is now and
another one to his old school. He also wrote “Puerto Rico” and an arrow towards his old school.
On the transparency he wrote a thinking bubble that says, “Oh the memories” and points to the old
school and to “Puerto Rico”. Next to his name he wrote “Oh, wait…” and next to “mamá” he wrote
another thinking bubble that say, “Oh my goodness”. Finally, on the lower right corner of the
transparency next to “Indiana (ingles)” he wrote on the transparency, “plz home”.

Figure 22. Michael’s Language Portrait
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Anna: English Peer, Bilingual School
Anna drew a comic with four different frames (Figure 23). On the first one she drew herself
saying “good morning” her father. She wrote two speech bubbles that say: “good morning”, one
that points at anna and another one that points at her father.
On the second frame she drew the classroom. There is a woman that says, “Hello class”,
and she drew herself sitting at her desk in front of the teacher. Then in the third frame she drew
herself sitting at her desk and the Spanish teacher that is saying to her “hola” [hello]. In the last
box she is sitting down at her desk and she drew a speech bubble that says, “¿como se dice verb
en español?” [how is it said ‘verb’ in Spanish?].

Figure 23. Anna’s Language Portrait
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5.5. Findings: English Peers
5.5.1. Interviews and Drawings
The interviews were conducted by myself as the PI and with a co-PI called PI4, a professor
of syntax at the English department from Catalonia in Spain. We conducted three individual
interviews with members in the same 5th grade class. In the first interview, we shared our daily use
of languages as a prompt for the children to engage and share about theirs. To foster more
descriptive data, we asked participants to draw a picture about their daily language use.
Researchers also drew a picture for explanation purposes. I shared from my perspective as a
heritage speaker of Spanish from Spain and PI4 discussed her perspective as a heritage speaker of
Catalan and Spanish from Spain. After each child drew a portrait of their daily language use,
students were given a transparency, which they overlaid onto their portraits and added speech or
thinking bubbles to express their thinking toward about language use in different settings.
In the second interview we asked the participants how the felt when they used one
particular language, which in all cases was English and/or Spanish. Students used a menu of emojis
to identify their sentiments toward particular linguistic contexts with descriptive follow up on their
rationale for a particular emoji (Figure 1). The emojis were used as a tool to get the children to
discuss how they felt about their language use across different contexts and related interactions.
Findings will be interpreted across the same four focal areas previously applied in Chapter
4, including a) nationalization and racializing language; b) language hierarchies; c) identity; and
d) language as capital. Most of these themes have subcategories, which will be described within
each of the subareas.

a) Nationalizing/Racializing Languages
With nationalizing or racializing of language I refer to how participants link these two
concepts and match certain languages to certain nationalities or races. I begin with Harry who
comes from a diverse family where they overtly talk about language, nationality, and race in
regular conversations. Because he has an adoptive sister from South Korea and his Scottish-born
father, language varieties and different languages are of immediate interest and relevance to his
family. We see Harry’s family actively engage in language learning as his father and adoptive
sister regularly attend Korean classes on the weekend.
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Harry:

And yeah, my family is also very diverse because I have a sister which is
from Korea.

PI:

Oh, really?

Harry:

Yeah, and um, I have, my dad is from is, was born in … was born in
Scotland. And now, um, he, his parents live in England. And um, and me
and my mom we're both from America.

Later, he talked about his adopted sister from South Korea and I asked him about her language
knowledge.
PI:

You said you have a sister that is from Korea? And does she speak the
language?

Harry: Um, well right now, we adopted her actually when she was a baby, so then
she didn't really know any Korean then, so now we go to Korean school so
she can learn it every Sunday. And then my dad goes with her because he
thinks it's important to learn Korean with her.
Harry’s specific references to language and nationality extend to his connections with his heritage
classmates in the bilingual school. In the following excerpt from the interview, Harry talks about
all his friends that come from different backgrounds, including a heritage peer who speaks
“Guatemalan.” As mentioned before, Harry has an extraordinary acknowledgement of the diversity
around him, informed by his family experiences. He reflected on his activities at a local adoption
agency that he attended with his family. Harry shared, “… they have activities and meetings for
adopted kids from different countries and the same country. And another one of my really good
friends is adopted from Guatemala, and she speaks a bit of Guatemalan”.
Harry continued about who he had met via the adoption meetings for adoptive families and
adoptive children. He shared, “I have some friends from Mexico… and he speaks Spanish a whole
bunch… another kid that's my friend, speaks Spanish too…” Harry shifted to talk about his
bilingual school and stated the national origin of his teachers, reflecting on last year’s teacher from
Puerto Rico.
Harry has a clear understanding that languages come from particular countries. With the
exception of his “Guatemalan” remark, he shows a linguistic portrait of Spanish speaking countries
including Mexico, Guatemala and Puerto Rico, informed by his heritage peers in school, his
immersion teachers and also, his interactions with the adoption agency, where students from
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Mexico, Guatemala, South Korea and China were adopted by English-dominant American
families. Harry’s experiences within the bilingual school and his family’s adoption history with
his Korean-born sister demonstrate how conscious he is about language difference and language
origins.
As mentioned before, Bessie is an African American adopted 5th grader and her parents are
White. She reported that her Spanish learning began when she started watching “Dora the
Explorer,” (Gifford, Valdes, and Weiner, n.d.) a children’s cartoon devoted to simple
communicative Spanish. Bessie shared,
I would learn Spanish just from that because I’m actually part Hispanic because part of my
birth family. I think my great, great, great grandma was actually from Puerto Rico, so I
have the Hispanic heritage in my blood.
Bessie found out in her adoption documents that she has some Hispanic heritage and that is why
she asserts she has a biological inclination towards the language. For her, language is socialized
as part of her inherent heritage ethnicity. Like Harry, who has an adoptive Korean sister, who had
no prior proficiency in Korean due to her early adoption as an infant, Bessie concludes that the
inclination for specific language learning is inherent within birthright.
On the other hand, Sally, who is a White American defines herself as non-Hispanic. Sally
shared her bus experience to and from school. “It’s kind of like odd because I kinda feel like I'm
the only person that's not Hispanic on the bus.” As mentioned in the introduction, the percentage
of students that are Hispanic is a bit higher than the percentage of white students in the bilingual
school. Moreover, Sally expresses a form of racial isolation as she is around mainly heritage
speakers of Spanish who she regards as more proficient than her in Spanish because they are
Hispanic. Sally feels that her racial difference constructs her as not adequately proficient in
Spanish. This sense of judgement from her Hispanic peers and her father’s Hispanic girlfriend
makes her inclined to prefer English over Spanish.
In conversing about the judgement that Sally sensed from mostly Hispanic peers, I asked
her about the role of English and Spanish in the bilingual school. She shared,
PI:

Do you think that they should have the right to speak only Spanish at
school or?

Sally:

NO! [emphatically], psst!

PI:

No? Why?
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Sally:

Because we need to be able to interact in Spanish-English too. Like, then
the lunch ladies would have to speak Spanish and we’d have to speak
Spanish to them and they would have to get a WHOLE lesson, psst, of like
‘what? [showing discomfort]. What do I say? What do I need to say?’

In this excerpt, Sally is satisfied with the use of two languages, English and Spanish, but her
thinking shifts when the discussion is about Spanish-only use. She sees the role of English, Spanish
and English, but never Spanish only. Sally nationalizes her context to be the US and therefore,
English should be privileged and used in all contexts, including the bus and the cafeteria.
Another peer, Michael, who is an African American defines himself like a Californian in
opposition to an Indiana “Hoosier” in terms of language. He spoke in Spanish,
Yo no sé pero [shrugs] yo fui estudiando en California un poquito y yo hablo muy como
esos y no como los personas de Indiana. [I don’t know but I studied in California a little
and I talk like them and not like the people in Indiana].
He does not provide an explanation about how people from California or Indiana speak. Not only
can he see differences between Californians and Hoosiers regarding varieties of English, but he
claims he can also identify people whose heritage language is Spanish.
Unlike Harry who is very specific about nationalities in relationship to languages, Michael
conflates language with ethnicity. When he refers to the female principal, he says that she was
“born English” and he does not take her seriously when she attempts to speak Spanish. He
concludes that the principal must have been born in the United States and speaks Spanish as a
second language, unlike many of the Spanish teachers in the school. He also makes reference to
the principal’s physical appearance.
Michael:

The principal, her dad was born in English but, she talks Spanish but, I still,
can't take her seriously, when she talks Spanish when she's English.

PI:

Why?

Michael:

I don't know. It's probably like… how she looks [emphasis added] and
stuff. She doesn't look, like most of my [Hispanic] friends so, if they… one
of my friend talks Spanish, it makes sense because most of them were born
in Puerto Rico. She was not. And I can't … I just can't take her seriously
when she does it.
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Michael, like Bessie, links language with ethnicity and national origin in his reflections about
leaders and teachers in the school. When he observes his white principal’s limited facility in
Spanish, he asserts that it is not inherently possible for her to do so because of her “English birth,”
rendering her to the status of a language imposter. He contrasts his principal’s extremely limited
bilingual capacity with his male teacher’s “native-like” proficiency. Yet, his Hispanic/Spanish
teachers consistently use translanguaging during instruction, which he regards as incomplete,
positioning his heritage teachers as straying from Spanish-purity.
Thus, according to Michael, white people speak English and Hispanic looking people speak
Spanish and should not translanguage. However, he does not consider himself an imposter
(although sometimes he feels insecure about speaking Spanish) when his Spanish skills may be
compared to those of the White principal.
Michael feels jaded as if he has been manipulated about the amount and type of language
he would be taught. His idea of the Spanish immersion school was that of brown people talking
Spanish (without translanguaging) and white people speaking English without accents.
In the next excerpt PI1 asked Michael to follow up on what he discerned as “native-born”
English speakers.
Me, my English teacher. I think of my brother, my mom, Grandma, grandpa, gran--another
grandma I have. Basically, I think of everyone in my family but, you know, they're born
English. So, I don't think they know a lot of Spanish.
Michael shares that his whole family are native English speakers since they were born English.
Again, languages are seen like something you are born with, like genetic information.
As Flores and Rosa’s (2015) discussed regarding raciolinguistics ideologies, Michael
conflates his family’s ethnic heritage with the language that they speak, suggesting that language
is inherent within his ethnic ancestry. Even though he is a language majority student, who grew
up with English or the language of power, he still positions himself as having access to Spanish,
since he is learning it in the bilingual school Sun Valley Elementary. He has access to bilingual
teachers and bilingual peers (Spanish heritage speakers).

b) Language Hierarchies
As explained in Chapter 4, language hierarchies refer to how people arrange particular
languages as being more important than others and is generally influenced by majority languages.
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This importance is intimately related to the power languages have, which depends on the power
that the people who speak the language have (Bourdieu, 1977).
The way those hierarchies are expressed in the data was by showing a degree of insecurity
about the language use or the language they prefer to use. Bessie admitted that she felt “nervous
sometimes” in Spanish class because she thinks she “is going to mess up.”
On the other hand, Sally’s father’s girlfriend is a fluent heritage speaker of Spanish whose
parents are from Mexico. Sometimes Sally speaks with his girlfriend in Spanish, which makes her
feel “embarrassed” and she feels the same way about talking in Spanish with the heritage speakers
at school.
Sally:

I'm scared she's going to say that it's like you say it like this. Like it's
embarrassing when someone is like says, oh, well, you're supposed to say it
like this.

PI:

Okay, so does she correct you or something? Okay, and you have friends
that you talk in Spanish with?

Sally:

Yeah. Sometimes. <tsk> uh, [I feel] scared that they're gonna say the same
thing.

Similarly, Michael admitted that he feels “confused” when he speaks with the only Spanish
heritage girl that lives in his neighborhood because she is more proficient than him in Spanish.
With the exception of Harry who has the adoptive Korean sister, Bessie, Anna, Sally and Michael
showed insecurity when they talk in Spanish. When Anna was asked how many languages she
spoke she answered, “English and a little bit of Spanish”. Harry linguistic skills are not superior
than that of his peers, however he comes from an ethnically and linguistically diverse family where
there is an open discourse about different languages, races and national origins. The English peers
are in a racially and linguistically diverse setting where other languages are used in a learning
environment and where their Hispanic peers, usually underrepresented and unprivileged are
performing better in Spanish than them.
Another way language hierarchies were manifested in the data was by the language that
children choose or prefer to speak. In reference to language choice or preference, such decisions
are informed and shaped by a language hierarchy. We invited the children to identify which
language they preferred to use.

119
Harry with an adoptive Korean sister and Scottish father said that he preferred to speak
Spanish at school because “When we do Spanish we like work harder and we try to find out the
words.” However, for the interview he preferred to use English with limited use of Spanish. Bessie
also chose to do the interview in English, the language she is more proficient in as well.
Anna, who was another female white peer, was asked if she liked to hear more Spanish in
other places such as stores, the mall and the park and she responded, “If I, like, knew a bit more
Spanish, I think that it'd be kinda fun if everyone in the world would speak both English and
Spanish.” As we have seen in Chapter 4, English peers use terms like “cool” or “fun” to express
their positive ideology towards other languages. However, since they are in the privileged language
group, it is an indicator of their power. It is fun to learn another language when you are not forced
to do so and when your first language is the majority one. In paying close attention, Anna says, “If
I knew more…it would be kinda fun”. The concept of “coolness” regarding languages and
identities has been studied by Shin (2012), where he posits that it was a reaction to a dominant
linguistic racism as Korean students must work against the linguistic and racial stigmatization
attached to ‘Asian’ English in Canadian society” (p. 185). Shin’s (2012) work demonstrates how
language choice is afforded to majority groups whereas the expectation of English is positioned
upon language minority groups at the expense or dissolution of their heritage language(s).
One of the ways that English peers in the bilingual school show language hierarchy is by
including English when they are asked about Spanish. They have a tendency to choose and use
both languages over communicating fully in Spanish. Yet English peers state that they are speaking
only Spanish as a way to credit their multilingualism, yet they critique heritage language speakers,
including their teachers who “translanguage” and do not use “pure Spanish.”
Michael shared his dissatisfaction with his heritage peers who spoke in Spanish, arguing
that they are also proficient in English because he does not know all the words and needs to look
them up. “I know this is a school of Spanish immersion but, it's immersion not only Spanish,”
indicating that the school is bilingual and not monolingual Spanish. Michael is aware of his
struggle to learn Spanish, but not the struggle that Hispanic children may have in learning English.
He had mentioned that his family “was born with English”, the same way he might think that his
Hispanic peers were born with Spanish language, so it is easier for them to speak the language
than for him. Michael shows a general dysconsciousness about his heritage peers’ language
learning conditions.
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In a situation of language hierarchies, some methods of learning Spanish are more
privileged than others. Regarding privilege, Bessie commented that her mother was trying to learn
Spanish but she thought that it was not going very well because they are taught “wrong things.”
Bessie shared, “some people take classes instead of what we do. We actually have teachers that
speak Spanish and they don’t have that so they learn incorrect things and when I hear that it gets
to me.” Her mother is attending classes of Spanish as a second language and, apparently, the
teacher is not from a Hispanic country like the Spanish teachers at Sun Valley School. Bessie
considers that the fact that an English speaker in the Spanish language leads to improper instruction
and thereby, limited opportunities for authentic Spanish proficiency.
Moreover, Bessie reports that there is a privilege of English language at school since
students still speak English when it is time for the Spanish classes. She feels frustrated and like
her Spanish teachers, she constantly reminds her peers that they need to be speaking Spanish.
One of the major phenomena in a bilingual scene, as mentioned in the literature review is
translanguaging. As a reminder, translanguaging is defined like “the process of making meaning,
shaping experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages’’
(Baker, 2011, p. 288) or as García (2009) stated “translanguagings are multiple discursive practices
in which bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (p. 45). It is also one
core aspects of Heritage Language speakers’ identity (Creese and Blackledge, 2015; Leeman,
2012; 2015; García and Wei, 2014). However, in language immersion programs, since the
instruction of half of the day is in one language and the other half in the other language, there
presumptively is no room for translanguaging. Bessie, already reported that most of the children
use English secretly in the Spanish instruction part of the day. Also, she reported that she
translanguages sometimes. “I do that with, um I don't usually do it with English. I do it with
Spanish sometimes … I do it to Spanish because if I don't know a word, then I'll just say it in
English.” Even though she critiques the use of translanguaging with heritage speakers, she does
not do the same with herself as a language majority speaker, demonstrating that she is learning
Spanish and thus, her insertion of English words is frustrating, but permissible. In contrast, she
states that heritage speakers should just “know Spanish” and not translanguage.
Translanguaging is something so natural a characteristic for heritage speakers growing up
in a bilingual social context, including their school, that they may do it without even realizing it.
In this sense, Michael showed his discomfort when he hears heritage students translanguaging and
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reports that heritage teachers also do it. In the following excerpt, Michael also admits he
translanguages when he does not know a word in Spanish and he inserts a word in English.
However, as it has been stated identity is a translanguaging is a core identity feature for heritage
speakers and the way they make sense of their bilingual worlds (García, 2009), which contrasts
with Michael who is English dominant.
Other English peers have reported they do the same. However, the peer’s translanguaging
may not be as natural and spontaneous as heritage speakers.
Michael:

I don’t do it [translanguaging] often but my Spanish friends do it every day
like, sometimes when we're outside, during recess and stuff. They'll speak
Spanish for about ten seconds then say something else in English, teachers
do it too. And it goes really fast and I'm like ‘Wait so, who's talking?’ So
usually, when they do that. I'm like ‘Why, would you? Speak one language.
Or say both, but don't do it like that.’ I really… I don't really like how they
do it. But I get why they do it.

PI:

Ohh yeah? Why do you think they do it?

Michael:

I think they do it only because like they're forgetting it and just case, I think
they do it because they forget words.

PI:

And you don't like that? Why don't you like that?

Michael:

I don't know why I don't like that. I just don't. Feels, feels, like. It's like, our
teachers have been telling us to like ‘speak this language in this classroom
and this language in that classroom… wait so which one are we doing?’
And usually the teacher doesn’t catch that because when they talk English
they talk so quietly. Then when they talk Spanish they talk (normally). So…

PI:

They talk what?

Michael:

When they talk English they talk quietly, but when they talk Spanish they
talk normally and when they switch, it's, weird, to me cause like, you’re
supposed to be talking, not that language and then switch back. Cause,
[pause] they usually talk English.

Due to the monoglossic ideologies in which English is the hegemonic language, we see how
English peers’ confusion and need for full access to meaning forges negative ideologies towards
heritage speakers’ linguistic flexibility or translanguaging.
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In fact, the reasons peers think heritage speakers translanguage are the same that the ones
they do it for: Being able to communicate an idea fully. Moreover, Michael would prefer that
heritage speakers in his school spoke only English to him, since they are more fluent in the English
than he is in Spanish. Michael shared,
Most of my friends speak English and it feels fine, it feels like actually what we are
talking… It means that we're doing fine… it's just like everyone knows how to and not
everyone knows how to speak fluent Spanish, like the other kids do [emphasis added].
But even though they still do English perfectly, and (we're) like we’ll stick to this, so we
use that.
The distinction here between “us” and “them” is the “Spanish” speakers and the “English” speakers
and who is more fluent in one or the other. The focus of return is always to English to give primary
attention to language majority students. The English language serves as a powerful proxy for his
idealized way of learning in a bilingual setting and is a subtle way of promoting the form of
linguicism that Skutnabb-Kangas (1986) asserts is prevalent.
Sally reported that sometimes she feels that it is hard being in a bilingual school because
she sometimes forgets how to spell words in English and this decline is to her detriment. When
she asks her maternal grandmother, her grandmother complains, “See what that school is doing to
you?” This idea that bilingualism causes cognitive confusion has been historically linked to
minority groups in order to justify their academic underperformance, yet we see that Sally’s
grandmother is mapping this ideology onto her as a language majority student. “This subordinated
groups have been disempowered educationally in the same way their communities have been
disempowered in the wider society” (Cummins, 2000, p. 49). In a school in which these minorities
are positioned to serve the language needs for the major monolingual group of power of the broader
society (Palmer, 2010), this confusion is being extrapolated to the majority group’s minds, who
are now becoming bilingual. This popular notion of confusion in thinking due to bilingualism was
critically discussed by Cummins (1981) and Baker and Wright (2017) and was linked to the
underachievement of minorities in schools. However, this cognitive confusion is also connected
to the majority group, as Sally’s grandmother thinks that the spelling insecurities Sally has in
English are due to the fact that she attends a bilingual school. Although Sally has not left the school
for reasons of language “confusion,” it is observed that this construction around bilingualism is
being connected to her ability to learn Spanish and English well.
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c) Identity
English peers infrequently report on what language learning, bilingualism and being an
“immersion school” is doing for their identity. Only Harry and Bessie specifically acknowledge
their identities. As discussed, Harry’s family is very open about identity issues and diversity as he
conceptually maps language with national origin and language revitalization as his adoptive sister
is experiencing. Harry shared, “My family is very diverse because my sister was born in Korea
and my dad was born in Scotland”. On the other hand, other English peers who belong to the
hegemonic culture, may have not had the same conditions to consider these elements. Michael
said, “Most of my friends speak English and it feels fine…”
Another peer that acknowledges her identity is Bessie, who is adopted. As we have seen
previously, she reported she had Hispanic heritage, which made her think that facilitated her
learning of Spanish. She stated,
I would learn Spanish just from that because I’m actually part Hispanic because part of my
birth family, I think my great great great gradmother was actually from Puerto Rico, so I
have the Hispanic heritage in my blood.
Harry’s family’s arrangement with an adoptive sister with a language minoritized background
demonstrates the social construction of understanding bilingualism and how it maps onto identities
of his immediate family members. Bessie’s assertion that her lineage makes her more inclined to
learn and know Spanish, demonstrates how she constructs her capacity within the Spanish
language. This data demonstrates that such explorations of English peers’ identities is not
something directed by schools, but the impact of adoption on forging more inclusive ideologies
about language and racial differences.

d) Language as Capital
As mentioned in Chapter 4, linguistic capital is a form of cultural capital, since it is related
to a person’s formal education, which increases the advantages in achieving a higher status in
society (Bourdieu, 1985). Also, linguistic capital provides individuals with symbolic power, which
“is an invisible power which is ‘misrecognized’ as such and thereby recognized as legitimate”
(Bourdieu, 1991, p. 23). Symbolic power has to be based on the possession of symbolic capital
which is “nothing other than economic or cultural capital when it is known and recognized, when
it is known through the categories of perception that it imposes, symbolic relations of power tend
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to reproduce and to reinforce the power relations that constitute the structure of social space”
(Bourdieu, 1989, p. 21). In this context, those with symbolic power or symbolic relations of power
are the majority group, which is the English peers, that are acquiring Spanish language through
instruction and their contact in school with purposely selected native competent speakers (the
Spanish heritage speakers).
Traditionally, research has focused on studying bilingualism as a symbolic capital. Being
bilingual or learning languages will help you be smarter and have a better job in the future. This is
replicated by both the English peers and heritage speakers in both schools. However, we would
think that the character of a dual immersion program would be centered in the satisfaction of the
language minority needs, and produce a discourse based on the rights of the minority group to keep
and promote their culture and language. However, and as observed in the following excerpts from
the interviews, English peers have acquired the notion of learning Spanish as a symbolic capital.
Harry reports that he goes to the Spanish immersion school so he can learn other languages
and have the chance to get a better job. Also, at recess he plays soccer with children from other
classes and they speak in Spanish all the time and he thinks “it’s a good way of improving his
Spanish”. He goes to the after-school Spanish club operated by a heritage teacher in the building.
Anna thinks Spanish is important “because, I think it's a really good experience learning a
different language cause you're getting smarter”, which would provide her with the embodied state
of cultural capital. As already discussed, this notion of getting smarter is the manifestation of
symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1989), and has been reported by several English peers. Unlike minority
students, students within the majority group are applauded when they learn a language other than
their home language, whereas heritage speakers are expected that this will and should happen with
no affirmation (Valdés, 1997).
5.5.2. Focus groups. English Peers at Sun Valley Bilingual School.
As mentioned before, children were reunited to talk in a focus group and share their
drawings and language insights with the rest of their English peers. This next section illuminates
their constructions around language within the focus group. The purpose of the focus group was
to identify how children constructed their ideologies around language use and if it differed from
their individual interviews.
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a) Nationalizing/Racializing Language
Unlike in the individual interviews, during the focus group interview with English peers
there was no racializing or nationalizing of languages. As mentioned before, only the English peers
that have some connection with other nationalities or races comment on it, including Harry, who
came from a diverse family since his father is Scottish and they adopted her sister from South
Korea. Sally’s father’s girlfriend family is from Mexico and Bessie and Michael are African
Americans. Bessie talked about her Hispanic heritage which she found in her adoption papers.
Anna, was the only White English peer that did not comment on race or nationalization of language
in the individual interviews.
During the focus group there was absolutely no talk about racialization or nationalizing
language, even though the interview protocol allowed for such emergences. They did not talk about
their Spanish heritage peers. As Chávez and Guido-DiBrito (1999) discussed, there is not an
ethnicity awareness in majority White communities, unlike minority ones. Although the author
stated that everyone in society is benefited from an open development of a conscious ethnic
identity and, moreover, when “multicultural frameworks are used in their learning environments”
there was limited discussion about language origins and predispositions in this context.

b) Language Hierarchies
The first peer that shared her drawing was Bessie. She is talking about the Spanish class as
she read.
Bessie:

I'm reading it and it sounds great to me. And then I'm reading and um. I'm
just reading and I'm just saying to myself. It's so good can't wait to finish.

Michael:

…So if your Spanish sounded good to you how did it sound to other people?

Bessie:

… I think it would be pretty good I wouldn't say perfect. But I think it
would be pretty good.

Michael has manifested before in the individual interviews his concerns about how his Spanish
sounds. He is very critical with that and how he sees the English-speaking, White American
principal, who knows very little Spanish. He ascribes her as an imposter when she tries to speak
Spanish. He also critiqued his Spanish heritage peers and Spanish teachers when they
translanguage. Thus, he is concerned about how languages have a particular and appropriate sound
and if such pronunciations cannot be made, he believes them to be bad speakers.
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Later, during the focus group interview, Harry shares his drawing and describes how he
goes to the Spanish class. “And I say I think: ‘¿Qué pasó?’ [What happened?]” Sally and Michael
laugh at him due to his pronunciation being non-standard. Most of the children mimic what he said
and how he said it and chuckle.
At another point in the interview, language preference was discussed when reading came
up. Sally and Michael raised their hands very fast saying the preferred English, then they were
followed by Anna, Bessie and Harry raised both arms, saying they liked both, Spanish and English.
All the students that said they preferred English started to give high-fives to each other in a sense
of agreement and skipped over Harry, whose thinking differed.
Bessie followed Harry that said he like both and she stated: “I like both. I like more English
more though”. According to Michael, “English has more popular books, I don't really choose. But
it's easier for me to read English. In Spanish there are some words that make zero sense”. The
English peers admitted that most of them did not reach the reading goals in Spanish during the first
semester of the academic year, because they forgot “on accident” according to Bessie, although
Michael interrupted the rest, raised his hand and said, “It's because in our class we didn't feel it
was as important as in English”. On the other hand, Harry raises his hand and waits patiently until
Michael finishes, then he says that for him it is the opposite since he had more points on reading
than expected and he forgets to read in English, not in Spanish. After that, Sally raises her hand to
change the subject, dismissing Harry’s divergent viewpoints. Harry is clearly the outlier within the
group and is treated poorly by his English peers.
This focus group with English peers demonstrates that the hegemony of English is
reproduced in school as a mechanism within the broader society of the United States. This
inequality within school has already discussed by different scholars (Willis, 1977; Foley, 1990;
Leeman, 2012) according to whom, children are socialized in hegemonic values in schools around
language use, even in this bilingual school. Also, the social practices that occur outside schools
are reproduced in them and they are reflected in interactions between different groups of students
and teachers and students. Harry is the one participant who strays from this hegemony, but this is
informed by his family’s distinct linguistic portrait and international adoption history.
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c) Identity
The only two English peers that made statements about identity were Bessie and Harry.
Bessie was adopted and she read in her adoption papers that she had Hispanic heritage. That is the
reason why she thinks she is good at Spanish because she said she would watch “Dora the
Explorer” and she would just get Spanish words easily.
On the other hand, Harry, comes from a diverse family where there is an open discourse
about diversity, languages, and cultures. His father is from Scotland, and he has an adopted sister
from South Korea and have visited his sister’s birth country.
Chávez and Guido-DiBrito (1999) discussed how, unlike minorities (like the Spanish
heritage speakers), majority groups within society, mainly white Americans, manifest identity in
unconscious ways since societal norms have been developed and “constructed around their racial,
ethnic, and cultural frameworks, values, and priorities” which has been referred to as “standard
American culture” instead of “ethnic identity”. Most of the English peers did not share anything
related to their identity, reflecting the same patterns from the individual interviews. As Chávez
and Guido-DiBrito (1999) discuss, they are not conscious since they belong to the standard
American culture, in which their identities do not need to be negotiated.

d) Language as Capital
All English peers agreed that they study Spanish because they will have more chances to
get a better job as adults. Bessie added “it means you’re more educated” and according to Anna,
“I feel smart”. Some of the English peers are told by their parents to use Spanish when they are in
Mexican restaurants to show off their Spanish capacity. However, they do not get to use the
language in many other occasions, demonstrating that Spanish is mostly appropriated in school.
One of the main motivations by English peers and their families that lay behind learning
Spanish in a DLBE program is acquiring symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1989). However, those
“symbolic relations of power tend to reproduce and to reinforce the power relations that constitute
the structure of social space” (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 21). When linguistic capital is provided to the
privileged group and the power relations between both groups (English speakers and Spanish
heritage speakers) are not broken, Valdes’ (1997) caution becomes apparent. Spanish heritage
speakers are expected to learn and be proficient in English, however, English peers are highly
praised when they learn a language other than English. As I move to examine Spanish heritage
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speakers in the bilingual school, findings will demonstrate that language as capital was of lesser
density among heritage speakers.
5.6. Participants: Sun Valley Elementary School (Bilingual School). Spanish Heritage
Speakers
Six participants who are Spanish speakers at Sun Valley Elementary Bilingual School
participated in the study. They were between 10 and 11-years old and all identified as being born
in the US. Most of them have future aspirations for professional careers (Table 6). All identify
using Spanish with and among, but one that uses both languages. Most of them use English or both
languages with and among siblings. Parents are identified as being from Mexico and El Salvador.
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Table 6. Participants: Heritage Speakers
Pseudonym

Gender

Age

Citizenship

Race

Siblings

Dad’s
origin

Mom’s
origin

Language
parents

Language
siblings

Language
friends

Future goals

Sofia

F

10

US

Hispanic

Younger
brother

Mexico

Mexico

SP/EN

English

SP/EN

Architect

Candela

F

11

US

Hispanic

Younger
brother

Mexico

Mexico

Spanish

SP/EN

English

Doctor/artist

Bea

F

11

US

Hispanic

2
younger
sisters

Mexico

Mexico

English

Spanish

SP/EN

Dancer

Victoria

F

11

US

2 older
sisters,
older
brother

Mexico

Mexico

Spanish

English

SP/EN

Make-up
artist/doctor

Hugo

M

11

US

Hispanic

Younger
sister,
older
halfbrother

El
Salvador

Mexico

Spanish

English

English

Soldier,
astronaut,
pizzeria

Jose

M

11

US

Hispanic

Older
brother
and
younger
sister

Mexico

Mexico

Spanish

English

English

Zoo keeper

Hispanic
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Sofia. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Sofia is 10-years old and she was born in North Carolina. Her parents are from Mexico and
they speak a bit of English. Her grandparents speak Spanish. Her mother works at home and her
father works in construction. Sofia has a younger brother with whom she speaks English and
Spanish. She learned English in first grade since she has attended the bilingual school. She speaks
mostly Spanish with her parents. With her cousins she speaks English because they are older and
they know more, “Como ellos son más grandes ya saben más entonces por eso más con el inglés.”
[Since they are older they already know more, that’s why they [we speak] more English]. Her older
cousins used to go to the bilingual school as well.

Candela. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Candela is 11-years old and she is 5th grade. She was born in Indiana. She has a younger
brother who is 8 years old and is in second grade, with whom she speaks English and Spanish. She
learned English in Kindergarten.
Candela’s parents are from Michoacán, Mexico. They both work in a fur coat store. Her
grandparents live in Mexico. She says that she speaks more Spanish at home and more English at
school (bilingual school). She has a lot of cousins, some of them are in Mexico and some are in
the United States. However, she has never been to Mexico. In the future she would like to study in
the university and be a doctor or an artist.

Bea. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Bea is an 11-year old girl. She speaks Spanish at home and her parents work at a laundry
place. She has two younger siblings including a two-year-old sister that goes to preschool and
speaks Spanish because, according to Bea, she does not understand English yet. Bea also has a 6year-old sister. She has a lot of cousins and they speak Spanish and English. Her grandparents live
in Mexico, but she has never been there.

Victoria. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Victoria is in 5th grade and she did not report her age. She speaks Spanish very slowly
comparative to her heritage peers and she conceives her proficiency to be that of a second language
learner. Her father works cutting metal and her mother works cleaning offices until she finishes
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school. Both her parents are from Mexico. She was born in the USA and she has visited Mexico.
She defines Mexico like this, “Es más pobre y toda la gente habla español” [It’s poorer and
everybody speaks Spanish]. She is the youngest in the family. Her oldest sister was born in New
Mexico and is 23 years old. Her second sister is 18 years old and was born in Idaho. And her third
sibling is a boy, who is 12 or 13 years old. Her maternal grandparents live next door and she speaks
Spanish with them. However, she speaks English with her siblings. They visit Mexico every year
and she has 20 cousins there. When she grows up she wants to be a professional make-up artist,
like her sister or a medical doctor.

Hugo. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Hugo is an 11-year old boy. He was born in New York City. She has an older half-brother
who is 18-years old that lives in El Salvador, but he does not know him. He also has a younger
sister who is seven years old. His mother is from Mexico and his father is from El Salvador. He
speaks Spanish at home and considers himself “nativo español” [native Spanish]. He had a cousin
that used to live with them and she is 18 years old. He likes to talk and tell stories. He tells stories
about his life in New York City and how he survived a fire in his building. He is aware of politics
and asked the PI4 who she was going to vote for. He does not like Trump. When he grows up he
wants to be either a fireman, a US soldier, and astronaut or to own a pizza place. He says that his
father works a lot.

Jose. Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Jose is a shy 11-year-old boy. His mother is from Puebla, Mexico and she cleans houses
for a living. His father is also from Puebla, Mexico and works as a drywaller. His grandparents
(both sides) are in Mexico but they often talk on Skype. Jose was born in Indiana. He has two older
brothers and is 18 years old and another one is 12. He speaks Spanish at home although his parents
know a bit of English and sometimes he speaks in English to them.
He has two cousins who lives in Nebraska (he’s been there) and in Mexico (where he has
more cousins). One is a two-year-old and another baby. When he grows up he wants to be a zoo
keeper.
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5.7. Findings: Heritage Speakers
In this section, I discuss the findings of the Spanish heritage speakers in the bilingual school
Sun Valley Elementary School. First, I describe and display the drawings they made. Then, discuss
the findings of the individual interviews. And finally, I discuss the findings of the focus group
interview.
5.7.1. Drawings
Sofia: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Sofia wrote the name of a friend of hers whose pseudonym in the data is Anna (Figure 24).
She titled it “día a día” [day by day]. She is drawn in the upper left corner and there is a thinking
bubble that comes from her head that says “hola” [hello]. Then she drew her house and a thinking
bubble that comes from it that says “mi casa” [my house]. Next to it she drew her bed and there is
a thinking bubble that comes from it that says “mi cama” [my bed] and “¡Qué suave!” [How soft!].
On its right she drew her backpack and a thinking bubble that says: “Mi mochila me gusta.” [I like
my backpack]. On its right she drew an open book and a thinking bubble that says: “me gusta leer.”
[I like to read].
On the lower part of the sheet she drew a tree, the sun and a cloud. There is a thinking
bubble that comes from that drawing that says, “¡Qué bonito!” [So beautiful!]. On the right of the
landscape she drew herself and her friend Anna and wrote a thinking bubble that says, “soy yo y
Anna.” [It’s me and Anna]. On its right she drew clouds and rain and lighting coming from the
clouds. From that she wrote a thinking bubble that says, “Está lloviendo” [It’s raining]. The last
drawing is herself looking at the rain from the window and she wrote a thinking bubble that says,
“Estoy triste” [I am sad].
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Figure 24. Sofia’s Language Portrait
Candela: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Candela displayed her drawing like a comic stripe with six frames (Figure 25). In the first
one she drew herself sleeping and in the speech bubble on the transparency she wrote: “Z,Z,Z”. In
the second one she drew herself next to the school bus and a speech bubble that says, “Ya casi
llego al bus.” [I’m almost at the bus]. Then, in the third frame she drew herself playing with a ball
outside and in the speech bubble she wrote, “Esto es muy divertido.” [This is a lot of fun]. Then
she drew herself entering the classroom and in the thinking bubble she wrote “Good morning
everyone”. In the next frame, she is outside and you can see two swings. In the thinking bubble
she wrote, “Me voy con mis amigas.” [I’m going with my friends]. In the last frame, she drew
herself next to the school bus and she wrote in the thinking bubble: “Ya casi voy a llegar a mi
casa.” [I’m almost home].
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Figure 25. Candela’s Language Portrait
Bea: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Bea drew four different scenes of her daily life. In the first one, she is next to the table and
there is a bowl of cereal (Figure 26). In the speech bubble she wrote, “Quiero comer este cerial.”
[I want to eat this cereal]. In the second scene, she drew a door and the school bus outside, and in
the speech bubble she wrote. “Tengo que salir al autobus.” [I have to go out to the bus]. In the
third scene, she is outside with another girl, there are three swings and the sun and a cloud. On the
speech bubble she wrote, “Quieres jugar conmigo.” [Do you want to play with me]. In the third
scene, she is in the classroom. She drew some desks and children. In the speech bubble she wrote,
“Voy a sentarme para estudiar.” [I’m going to sit down to study].
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Figure 26. Bea’s Language Portrait
Victoria: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Victoria’s drawing was modified by deleting the proper names that she wrote due to
confidential issues (Figure 27). The drawing has two different parts. The part on the left that is
drawn in lilac was done when she was being interviewed by PI4. It looks like a genealogical tree.
She drew one person and arrows from that person. It says “Mexico”. Then there are two people
and an arrow from there that’s says, “New Mexico” and a person next to it, one of her siblings that
was born in that state. Then there is an arrow that points to the word “Idaho” and there is another
person, and “5 años” [years] written underneath. And then an arrow to the word “Indiana” and
different houses. Inside one of the houses it is written “azul” [blue], because they used to live in a
blue house and there were more houses around them. There is an arrow to other houses and she
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said they move over there and then she drew 4 people, her and her siblings. Over each one of them
there is a number which is their age. The first one says, “College” and “25”, which represents her
older sister who is in college, then “18”, “12” and over her head “10”. Over the numbers the word
“Engles” is written, because she speaks English with them. She also wrote the word “doctor” and
“make up cabello” [hair] on the top of the sheet, because that is what she wants to be when she
grows up.
On the left of the sheet, when she was interviewed by PI, she drew her daily life in fuchsia,
and she wrote thinking bubbles over the transparency in red. She drew herself in bed with arrow
meaning that she is waking up and the thinking bubble says, “I'm still tierd”. Next to it she is
wearing a dress and a thinking bubble that comes from her that says, “I hope I'm not late”. Then
she drew the bus and a thinking bubble from it that says, “I wonder what we're going to do today?”
Then she drew the school and put the initials and a thinking bubble over it that said, “I wonder
where [my friend] is for breakfast”. Then she drew the Spanish classroom and she put a thinking
bubble from it that says: “About the book I'm reading” and then she drew the English class where
they normally do math and a thinking bubble that says, “Thinking about math”. Then she drew
lunch time at the cafeteria and she drew a thinking bubble that says, “were Im going to sit”. Then
she drew recess and there is a thinking bubble that says, “what am I going to play” Then she drew
the classroom and drew a thinking bubble that says, “Pack up”, and then she goes home. When she
gets home and she drew her house with a thinking bubble with the ages of her siblings and family
members in the home.
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Figure 27. Victoria’s Language Portrait
Hugo: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Hugo made a sketch drawing that went from the top left right corner of the sheet to the
lower right corner (Figure 28). It started in 2005 when he was born. He put “2005” and some
buildings that represent New York City. Then he drew another house and next to it he wrote:
“2006”. Then he drew another house and next to it he wrote: “2007-2008”. And then another house
and next to it he wrote, “2008”. This represented that they moved to different places. Then he drew
what he does on a daily basis.
He drew his house and from it he drew some arrows: One towards a plate with lines over
it, on the transparency over this drawing he wrote, “La agua OO oh oh.” [The water], which
represents that he is beating his morning eggs; another arrow points to a ball, and on the
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transparency over the ball he drew a thinking bubble that said, “Pero cuando me sentio bien,
juego.” [But when I feel good, I play]. From another arrow he drew a dog and on the transparency,
he drew a thinking bubble that said, “Yo me sento feliz me da animo.” [I feel happy I feel it
encourages me]. The last arrow points at a bed and over it he wrote, “Z Z”. From the bed he drew
an arrow that goes to a big house, which represents the school. For there he drew some arrows:
One points at a ball; another one points at three squares one on top of two, which represents that
he puts blocks like if he made big buildings; another arrow points at a paper with lines on it like it
is written. Over this paper on the transparency he wrote “esp” [short for Spanish], and a thinking
bubble that said, “Yo siempre quiero aprender más.” [I always want to learn more]. From another
arrow he drew another piece of paper with lines on it like if it was written. On the transparency
over this piece of paper he wrote “e inglish.” [and English], and a thinking bubble that said,
“aprendo palabras nuevas uso el diccionario.” [I learn new words I use the dictionary]. From
another arrow he drew something that it is not very clear what it is and over the transparency he
wrote, “en lunch me sento con mas energia.” [at lunch I feel with more energy]. The last arrow
that comes from the school points at a drawing which is not very clear and he wrote “8-18”. Finally,
on the transparency he drew a smiley face.
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Figure 28. Hugo’s Language Portrait
Jose: Spanish Heritage Speaker, Bilingual School
Jose made her drawing in the interview with PI4 (Figure 29). Jose’s drawing was modified
and the proper names of his relatives were deleted for anonymity. His drawing talks more in
general about his life, not in a daily basis. On the top right corner, he drew a dog house and an
arrow towards his dog, Baloo, and from the dog a thinking bubble that says, “ruf”. He drew his
family’s car, and all members of his family.
In the middle on the sheet on the left side he drew his house. From the house there is a
thinking bubble that says, “Z, Z” because he sleeps when he is home. There is also an arrow that
comes from the house and says, “Mexico”. From the words “Mexico” there is another arrow that
points at a drawing of the state of Indiana. Inside the state of Indiana, he wrote “In”. Under his
house on the lower left corner of the sheet, he drew a jail with his mother inside, because they once
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had an accident and he was scared that she was going to go to jail because she is an immigrant
with no license. From her mother in jail there is a thinking bubble that says, “¡oh, no!”
He also wrote “bilingüe” [bilingual] because his parents use a bilingual app to learn
English. So, from that word he drew a thinking bubble that said, “how r u”. He also wrote down
some rules with bullets “tarea” [homework], “comer” [eating], “leer” [reading], “Internet”. Next
to the rules he drew his grandmother and his grandfather and a thinking bubble that comes from
his father and says, “hola” [hello]. He also wrote and image of a computer with somebody and
wrote “skype” and a phone next to it.
On the lower part of the sheet he drew himself doing karate and wrote the word “karate”
twice and a thinking bubble that comes from his image and says, “has el mejor” [do the best].

Figure 29. Jose’s Language Portrait
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5.7.2. Interviews and Drawings
a) Nationalization/Racializing Language
As mentioned in section 5.4.1.a), when I talk about students nationalizing or racializing
language I refer to how they link those two concepts and match certain languages to certain
nationalities or races. One of the Spanish heritage speakers that marked the US as a monolingual
country was Hugo.

Hugo:

Estamos en Estados Unidos y... Bueno, acá se habla inglés, así que la
mayoría de las personas acá hablan inglés. [We are in the United States and,
well, here English is spoken, so the majority of people speak English here.]

Then PI4 responded to him that they were speaking Spanish and they were in the United States.
Then Hugo did not know how to reply. Also, he mentioned that when he thinks of a person that
speaks Spanish, he thinks about his family and his Spanish teacher and in his English teacher when
he thinks of a person that speaks English, demonstrating how languages are compartmentalized in
the different situations.
Also, Sofia stated that English peers were born with English language. She stated:
“prefieren más el inglés porque nacieron con el idioma inglés.” [They prefer English language
because they were born with English language]. Thus, language would be something that comes
with the birth, like a genetic quality, like having blue or brown eyes. So far, and in reference to
Rosa and Flores (2015), we have seen how English peers conflate ethnic heritage and language
proficiency suggesting that language is inherent within ethnicity. Now, Sofia, who is a Spanish
heritage speaker, is conflating her English peers’ ethnic heritage with their language of English.
Her rationale is that her English peers prefer English language because they were born with it, they
did not have to learn it.

b) Language Hierarchies
I have explained in several occasions what we understand by language hierarchies and how
languages are arranged in the US. The fundamental way in which English is shown to be the
dominant language in the bilingual school setting is that English takes every corner of the school.
It is even spoken in Spanish class, and in the “free-time” areas such as the cafeteria, the playground
at recess or the school hallways.
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According to Hugo, he speaks in English with his friends in recess, even with Spanish
heritage speakers, like Jose “porque se siente más normal.” [because it feels more normal]. As we
mentioned before, he explained that we are in the US, and people speak English in this country.
“Estamos en Estados Unidos y, bueno, acá se habla inglés, así que la mayoría de las personas acá
hablan inglés.” [We are in the United States and, well, here English is spoken, so the majority of
people here speak English]. In other sections we have seen how children use terms such as “cool”,
“fun”, “weird” or “odd” in order to label or assign languages in a hierarchy, but in this excerpt,
Hugo uses the term, “normal”. So, speaking languages other than English would be something
“out of the normality” or “extraordinary”. We need to remember that this utterance has been stated
by a speaker of the minority language but is unique to the Sun Valley Bilingual School. Such
constructions were not articulated in the English-medium school.
Another manifestation of the hegemony of English language is that, although most of the
Spanish heritage speakers prefer to speak Spanish, some include English as well. Sofia and
Candela stated in their respective individual interviews that they like Spanish, but they also said,
“But, English too” although they were not asked about English. Victoria, stated in the individual
and focus group interviews her preference for English. She speaks in English with her older
siblings. She says that they went to a school where they only spoke English and, although one of
them goes to the bilingual school, she does not know why, but she also speaks in English.
Language choice or preference for heritage speakers in the bilingual school is not
voluntary. Since there is an imbalance regarding language and ethnic groups, the choices that
children make are influenced by that hierarchy. Bea also stated that she prefers to talk in English
with her younger sister so she learns the language as if English mastery in and of itself has merit.
Heritage students have also stated how languages are compartmentalized in their daily lives
and within school. Candela stated that English is for school and Spanish for home, although they
have a class in Spanish. Hugo mentioned the same, that Spanish is for the home and English for
the school, and Jose declared that he only spoke Spanish with his parents and with his teacher in
Spanish class.
Moreover, all the heritage speakers are the oldest or in the middle among the siblings except
Victoria. They all recognized that they teach English to the younger siblings and cousins. It is
natural for them that the oldest knows more English. Sofia said about her cousins, “Como ellos
son más grandes, saben más y por eso hablamos en inglés. [Since they are older, they know more
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and that is why we speak in English]. Victoria stated that all her siblings talked to her in English
(she is the youngest). Jose mentioned he is teaching English to his younger cousin and that he
speaks in English with his brothers. If they spoke in Spanish “suena raro.” [it sounds weird].
English has taken some parts of the home, like conversations with siblings and cousins. Jose also
stated that his parents do not understand when he and his siblings speak in English among them,
so they have downloaded an app called “bilingüe” [bilingual], so his parents can learn English.
Spanish heritage speakers also show insecurities regarding both languages: Spanish and
English. Hugo stated, “Todo el tiempo en nuestra casa hablamos español, así que creo que soy
bueno más en español. [All the time in our house we speak in Spanish, so I think I am better at
Spanish].” Hugo also declared that he knows more words in Spanish than in English. On the other
hand, Jose mentioned that he understands better English than Spanish. Also, Candela stated that
she feels nervous in both classes: Spanish and English. “Es que a lo mejor me equivoco de alguna palabra o algo.” [It’s that maybe I make a mistake in a word or something]. This linguistic
insecurity, as Lippi-Green (1997) discussed, is a manifestation of “covert prestige”.
Candela also stated that translanguaging, “Está bien pero también un poco mal”. [It is ok
but also a bit bad]. We need to remember that students are told to use either Spanish or English
depending on the class they are in. They are told not to translanguage although Michael, an English
peer reported that Spanish teachers also do it. Candela is manifesting her conflict between two
ideologies behind the translanguaging phenomenon. One of the ideologies is related to
prescriptivists who think that translanguaging represents language impurity and linguistic
confusion. Other authors like Creese and Blackledge (2015) or Leeman (2012; 2015) or García
and Wei (2014), advocate for the use of it since it is related to their identity and agency.

c) Identity
As discussed in the identity section of the Spanish heritage speakers in the monolingual
school, heritage speakers in the bilingual school have more insights about their identity, since their
language and culture are not the privileged one in the United States, yet their bilingual school
supposedly addresses them. They also tend to have conversations at home about their languages,
which English peers do not report.
Sofia stated that her parents want her to speak Spanish at home. PI asked her if it was
important for them that she spoke the language, which she confirmed. However, when she was
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asked what she thought she said that she does not care. Jose, although he admitted that he only
speaks Spanish with his parents and Spanish teacher, he said that he prefers Spanish because “Es
como mi lenguaje natural.” [It is like my natural language]. He also expressed that it was the
language that he was raised with and that he would feel very bad if he lost it.
Hugo overtly stated, “Yo soy nativo de español.” [I am a native of Spanish]. He also
mentioned that when he thinks of a person that speaks Spanish he thinks about his family and his
Spanish teacher.
An identity phenomenon that is quite spread among the Spanish heritage girls in both the
monolingual and the bilingual schools, is the fact that they watch telenovelas [soup operas] in
Spanish with their mothers. Sofia, Candela, Victoria, and Bea said in their respective individual
interviews that when they watch television in Spanish is when they watch the telenovelas with
their mothers.
As we mentioned in Chapter 4.7.1, Section c), and in Chapter 2, one of the main
characteristic of heritage speakers is the linguistic flexibility, or translanguaging. They move in a
language continuum of Spanish and English. Spanish heritage speakers at Sun Valley do
translanguage and are conscientious about it. However, for Candela from the bilingual school, as
mentioned before, “Está bien pero también un poco mal. [it is ok but also a bit bad].
As mentioned in the previous section, Candela is conflicted since she must critique the
ideologies attached to translanguaging. Translanguaging is one of the main characteristics of a
heritage speaker, part of their identity, a linguistic resource and a manifestation of agency (Creese
& Blackledge, 2015; Leeman, 2012, 2015; García & Wei, 2014). For Candela this means a
negotiation of her identity and the restrictive ideologies of monolinguals who consider
translanguaging a manifestation of language impurity. This is another example of the limbo in
which heritage speakers find themselves, between their heritage identities and the ideologies of
the majority group.

d) Language as Capital
As mentioned multiple times, research has focused on studying bilingualism as a symbolic
capital. That means that being bilingual or learning languages will help you be smarter and have a
better job in the future. This is replicated by both the English peers and heritage speakers in the
monolingual school, and by the English peers in Sun Valley School, the bilingual school.
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In contrast, Spanish heritage speakers did not share their thoughts of getting a better job in
the future for being bilingual as the English peers did in the bilingual school. However, Sofia and
Jose admitted that sometimes they used English at home to talk to their siblings about something
that the parents did not understand, since they do not speak English.
As we saw in the monolingual school, English peers used Pig Latin for secrets. Spanish
Heritage speakers in the monolingual school used their heritage language, Spanish, to exclude
monolingual English peers from conversations. Also, at home, heritage speakers would use their
second language, English, with siblings and cousins to sometimes to exclude their parents and rest
of the family from their discussions. The purpose is to exclude older members within their own
families, but in the case of English peers in the monolingual school, it is to exclude their age-like
peers.
5.7.3. Focus Groups. Heritage Speakers at Sun Valley Bilingual School
The last interview for Spanish heritage speakers at Sun Valley Bilingual School was
conducted in a focus group. All students but Jose, who was not in school that day, and PI1 reunited
in the conference room around a table and each participant had their language portrait so they
could explain it to the group. Interactions among participants while PI1 was setting up the cameras
and voice recorders were performed in English. Then PI1 started the session and gave the
instructions in Spanish. Students listened but they continued to talk in English. They talked among
them in English but in Spanish when they were reporting about the drawing or addressing the PI1.
Hugo started: “I say I say Sofia should start” PI says: “¿Quién comienza? [Who starts?]” and they
all point at Sofia. She started in Spanish and then Hugo asked her something in English. She
answered translanguaging, “I said I like my backpack porque esta morada [because it is purple].”
We can see in this exchange the natural way in which heritage speakers change from one language
to the other, but the one that they use the most is English.
As mentioned before, Hugo is the leader of all the interactions together with PI1. After PI1
asked if they had questions, Hugo pointed at the students that, according to him, had to speak first.
All of them were shy about sharing their drawings. However, the one that seemed more ashamed
about it was Victoria, who nodded with her head when it was her turn to speak. As we mentioned
in section 5.2. where participants were independently described, Victoria speaks very slowly. She
is the youngest within the siblings, with whom she speaks in English, and her oral skills seem to
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be less fluent than the rest of heritage speakers. In fact, Victoria is the only child that does not
translanguage and asked, “¿Cómo se dice siblings?” [How do you say siblings]. PI1 encouraged
her to translanguage. At the end of her turn she said, “A mí me gusta el inglés mas que el español.
[I like English more than Spanish]”, and then she paused and looked at PI1. Nobody reacted in any
way, so she continued. The PI1 asks them if any of them prefer English to Spanish. Hugo nods his
head ‘no’ and has his hand up. Then he speaks Spanish and asks the PI1: “¿No significa siblings
hermanos o hermanas?” [Doesn’t siblings mean brothers or sisters?] When the PI1 answers
positively Hugo looks at Victoria directly, serious and nodding his head like judging her.
Although we can see that heritage speakers are talking in English all the time among them,
they judge the heritage peer that did not know a word in Spanish, Victoria. Because Victoria does
not use the strategy of translanguaging and asks for the precise wording, she is judged by her
Spanish heritage peers. Since fluency, and translanguaging as part of it, seems to be a main
characteristic of identity for heritage speakers, the fact that Victoria did not know a word and did
not translanguage, she was judged.
When all of them finished sharing their drawings about their daily use of language PI1
asked them “¿A quién le gusta mas el español que el inglés? [Who likes Spanish more than
English?]”. Candela, Hugo and Bea raised their hands. When they were asked why Bea answered:
“Porque es mi idioma. [Because it’s my language]”, and Hugo added, “Porque mi papá lo habla,
toda mi familia lo habla”. [Because my dad speaks it, all my family speaks it].
Here, we observe heritage peers making connections to their families and their heritage
identity. They like the language because is a part of them, although speaking English is a part of
them too, which manifests their flexible identities of heritage speakers in a bilingual world.

5.8. Comparison between Participants at the Bilingual School: Heritage Speakers vs.
English Peers
In this section I compare the heritage speakers and English peers in the bilingual school. I
analyze this through the areas of language insecurity, translanguaging, language use, identity
manifestations traveling stories and sociopolitical concerns.
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5.8.1. Language (In)security
Both English peers and Spanish heritage speakers feel insecurities when speaking their
second languages. English peers feel insecure when they have to speak Spanish in school or with
Spanish speakers, and Spanish heritage speakers feel insecure with English. This situation happens
because they feel they are being judged and that their level of Spanish in inferior to the level of
their Spanish heritage peers from whom ask that they talk more English, since they are fluent in
both languages. On the other hand, Spanish speakers feel insecure in both languages. Some feel
they know more Spanish than English, and others that they know more English than Spanish.
5.8.2. Translanguaging
In both groups, English and Spanish peers translanguage but in different manners. For
English peers, translanguaging is a tool that they use when they are in the classroom, so they ask
a word that they do not know. On the other hand, for Spanish heritage speakers, translanguaging
is a manifestation of their identity, and the practices they engage to make sense of their bilingual
world García (2009). The identity of children that have been raised in a home where a minority
language is spoken and that face a majority language in the other aspects of their lives. They have
been exposed to a greater or lesser extent to both languages, and their realities have been formed
in a continuum of both.
5.8.3. Language Use
English peers in general seem to use Spanish only in the spaces provided for that language,
i.e., Spanish class and homework time. Sometimes they are encouraged to speak the language in
public places where Spanish is spoken like Mexican restaurants by their parents, but the rest of the
time they use English. On the other hand, Spanish heritage speakers have a broader variety of
situations in which they could speak Spanish, but they do not seem to do it. Even at home they are
giving in to English. This is linked to the second level of language ideologies described by
Kroskrity (2004) and extended by Leeman (2012), who relates it to Spanish heritage language,
which is multiplicity. Some individuals get assimilated into the dominant ideologies in society and
some resist them. In the case of the heritage speakers at Sun Valley, we see a continuum of
acceptance and resistance of their heritage language, even though they attend a bilingual school.
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Further, we note that heritage peers examine their assimilation in the present and do not think about
future opportunities or consequences around language loss, unless explicitly asked to consider it.
This is a subtle mechanism, which reproduces English dominance.
5.8.4. Identity Manifestations
Similar to the monolingual school, the majority group or English peers have not thought
about identity, that is, their identity construction is unconscious (Chávez and Guido-DiBrito,
1999), since they belong to the privileged group whose language and culture are not threatened.
They have not experienced many uncomfortable situations in which they have been rejected by a
majority group. The only English peers that had thought about identity issues was Bessie, an
adopted black girl and Harry, a white male whose father is from Scotland and who has an adopted
sister from South Korea. On the other hand, Spanish heritage speakers negotiate their identities in
multiple locations and with different types of speakers.
5.8.5. Traveling Stories
One of the major differences between Spanish heritage speakers and their English peers
are the stories about moving or traveling from one place to another. Most of the heritage speakers’
stories are related to migration, crossing the border, how their parents looked for a better life and
job in different places of the US, or even how they had a small wedding because they did not have
a lot of money. Most of them have family in other Spanish speaking countries (Mexico or El
Salvador), whom they visit or contact through Skype or telephone. On the other hand, English
peers’ stories are about traveling to Costa Rica to improve their Spanish or traveling to Europe for
vacation. Most of the travel the English peers report are related to leisure versus visiting with
extended family or negotiating their immigration sojourns.
5.8.6. Sociopolitical Concerns
Another finding that is different within both groups, or even within the group of heritage speakers,
is that Spanish heritage speaker boys, Hugo and Jose, overtly spoke about politics and illegal
immigration issues. English peers never mentioned anything related to immigration status. None
of the participants were asked at any time, they shared those stories by their own free will and
motivation since it was unsolicited information.
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5.8.7. The Invisible Breach between both Groups
Sally is using “odd” to express how she feels for being the only “non-Hispanic” on the bus.
We are seeing some patterns these children have when talking about “Hispanic” and “nonHispanic”, and although all of them were born in the United States, they are referring to
themselves, in the case of Hispanic or mixed children as “Mexicans” or “Hispanic”. There is a
tacit invisible breach between the two groups. This is defining heritage peers’ sense of belonging,
and although, as the data has reported, all the Hispanic children speak English most of the time,
there is still a gap that separates the two groups. Sally feels racially isolated on the bus and
describes it as “odd” which perpetuates the hegemony of English white hegemony in Indiana and
Hispanic children still define themselves like Mexicans or Hispanic. Spanish heritage speakers
refer to the children from a monolingual English family as “the other kids” or the “Americans”
and, although they share the classroom and games, they do not live in the same neighborhoods,
which makes that gap between the groups bigger.
5.8.8. Conclusion
In this chapter, I have analyzed the language ideologies of Spanish heritage speakers and
their English peers in a suburban/urban bilingual school, Sun Valley Elementary. The four units
of analysis employed have been nationalization/racializing language, language hierarchies,
identity and language as capital.
Surprisingly, I found that the bilingual school has a clear English hegemony, the language
which is spoken even in Spanish the classroom. Identity practices that bilinguals use in order to
make sense of their bilingual worlds like translanguaging, are rejected and labeled as impure by
the English dominant peers.
The use of English is predominant in the two groups of participants, English peers and
Spanish heritage speakers, and English peers also manifested a clear preference to maintain
Spanish but only in the Spanish classroom. As already mentioned, for Spanish heritage speakers,
Spanish language is a part of their families, of their identities, of their heritage. However, for
English dominant peers, Spanish is a capital, something they can own and use, and were given
when they were too young to make the choice if they wanted it or not.
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS.

6.1. Introduction
This study looks at the language ideologies of Spanish heritage speakers and English peers
in 5th grade in two different settings: a medium-English monolingual school and a Spanish/ English
bilingual school with a DLBE program in Indiana.
Within the monolingual English school, where there is no explicit statement about language
use, participants implied that the language of schools is English, and that boundaries were clearly
defined between home and school. Within the bilingual school that asserts its collective identity
as being inclusive and responsive to Spanish and Spanish speakers, subtractive ideologies around
language and its speakers were evident with boundaries erected between English and Spanish
classrooms. These findings have important implications for the field of bilingual education as we
identify the ways in which English privilege and hegemony maps onto children’s ideologies.
6.2. Findings Summary
As reflected in the findings within Chapters 4 and 5, regarding the views related to diversity
and identity, I found that most of the English peers are unaware of the diversity around them, they
also have a lack of awareness of their identities in both settings, the monolingual and the bilingual
school. The ones that start to think about these issues have an ideological way of thinking about
their heritage and their language instead of a biographical way, which is more representative of
the minority students, as was discussed Flores and Rosa (2015). Some of the English peers think
that people are born with a language and an accent, demonstrating the notion of birthright
overlaying onto their language proficiency.
Translanguaging, which has been studied by some scholars like a crucial part of the
heritage speakers’ identity (Creese & Blackledge, 2015; Leeman, 2012; 2015; García & Wei,
2014), was identified by English peers in bilingual school as a sign of linguistic impurity in need
of correction. English peers in the bilingual school identified that not only the Spanish heritage
speakers and Spanish teachers, but the teachers from different Spanish speaking countries or
regions were linguistically “impure” or used too much translanguaging. Spanish heritage speakers
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in both settings, recognize that they translanguage constantly, and that the members of their family
or community do too and that it is a meaningful and real part of how they communicate within
their families and communities.
All the Spanish heritage speakers that participated in this study were born in the US. Some
come from Mexican families, others from mixed families, including some from Mexico and El
Salvador or Mexico and United States. However, they also refer to themselves and other Spanish
heritage speakers as Hispanic or Mexicans. Negotiating their identities is not an easy task. They
are ascribed identities by adults in different settings: at home they are told they are Hispanic and
that they need to speak Spanish. Outside, and sometimes even in schools, they are told to speak in
English. As I just mentioned, they described themselves as Hispanic or Mexicans. But they prefer
to speak in English, since it is easier for them. And as it was the language they used among them
in the focus group in the bilingual school.
Regarding language hierarchies, English language and the mainstream American culture
are dominant in both schools, as it is in the broader society. English peers in the bilingual school
would rather have only Spanish in the Spanish classroom, and do not accept translanguaging.
However, they also think that heritage speakers should speak English because it is the language
they all speak.
All students in the bilingual school say the main language is English. Even in the Spanish
class, students still speak English. However, Spanish is used when children play soccer during
recess. Moreover, some of the peers make a relation between Spanish and soccer, or soccer players,
which was a stereotype studied by Kao (2000).
Children refer to learning and hearing languages other than English like “fun”, “cool” and
“weird” or “odd”. Even some of the Spanish heritage speakers use these descriptors. Also, English
peers in the monolingual school would share that they wanted to have an accent, although the
accents that they wanted were normally of languages in power like Australian English, the Queen’s
British English, or French (languages connected to Imperialism). Besides, English peers do not
consider themselves to have an accent.
Another example of language hierarchies is the insecurity that Spanish heritage speakers
show when speaking either Spanish or English. English peers in the monolingual school would
say that they know a little bit of language when they only know a couple of words. On the other
hand, their Spanish heritage peers do not show much confidence when speaking their heritage
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language and English. However, in the bilingual school, English peers show insecurities when
speaking Spanish, since they compare themselves to their Spanish heritage speaker peers and
teachers. Spanish heritage speakers in the bilingual school still show their insecurities when
speaking either language.
One of the most salient findings was that some of the minority students have been overtly
prohibited from speaking their heritage language in school by teachers. The rationale that they use
is that they may be saying bad things or talking about the English peers, that would not understand
what they are saying. However, in the monolingual schools there are also monolingual Spanish
speakers that are learning English. This prohibition has only been reported to happen to the
minority group.
Most of the students from both groups in both settings shared their preference to speak
English. Some of the Spanish heritage speakers that said that they like Spanish they rapidly
mentioned that English too. None of the participants chose Spanish (and only Spanish) as their
preferred language. As I have discussed in previous chapters, those preferences are rarely
originated from an independent and sole desire of the individual, but it is related to English
dominant ideologies and language power.
Regarding language as capital, most of the English peers perceive language as capital:
Learning another language is going to help them be smarter or have a better job, mostly in the
bilingual school. On the other hand, the heritage speakers relate it more to their identity, their
heritage, and their families. However, in minority communities, in an effort to preserve the
minority language (Spanish), prominent members of the communities like the pastors in their
churches also use the capitalistic notion of language to motivate Spanish heritage speakers to
maintain it.
One of the most surprising and unexpected findings was the monoglossic ideologies found
in the bilingual school, Sun Valley Elementary. All the English peers but one prefers English to
Spanish and would rather relegate Spanish language to the instruction in the Spanish classroom.
Spanish heritage peers talk in English most of the time, even among themselves. They also shared
that usually, the adults in the family (mainly mothers) and the youngest members of the family,
that do not go to school yet are the ones that speak in Spanish.
However, in the medium-English monolingual school Pine Grove Elementary, English
peers, only the boys, shared very positive ideologies about languages other than English. They

153
admitted that, although they would struggle, they would like to learn another language at school.
However, most of the languages are either Spanish (since they have some Hispanic peers in school)
or languages of power (like Italian, French, or German). Spanish heritage speakers in the
monolingual school are almost assimilated to the majority language. They prefer to speak English
(the girls) and Spanish is only used at home or when they “have” to because they are talking to
someone that does not know English.
All in all, the four units of analysis: nationalization/racializing language, language
hierarchies, identity and language as capital cannot be separated. All these four categories are
intertwined and are influenced by others.
6.3. Implications
6.3.1. School Level
One of the main implications is what Valdés (1997) predicted as a cautionary note. One
group of foreign language teachers that supports dual-language immersion programs focuses on
the “instrumental” or capitalistic view of Spanish to appeal to English peers’ parents. Another
group of teachers advocate for the linguistic minority students, providing them with high quality
education in their first language and valuing their language which is diminished in the greater
society.
One of the answers would be leaving dual-immersion programs in the hands of the second
group, who focus on the rights of the Spanish heritage speakers, which are denied in the greater
society. Also, there should be an open conversation about why it is important to learn another
language, which is the language of the heritage speakers, based on linguistic and cultural rights,
equity and not on an instrumental or capitalistic one.
As Valdés (1997) also mentioned, usually the minority students come from less privileged
economic and social backgrounds than the English peers. Also, Hispanic children are expected to
learn English while their English peers are applauded when they learn another language. As I could
see, in the bilingual school, becoming bilingual also meant the assimilation of the minority students
into the majority culture and language. English is used most of the time, and even Spanish heritage
speakers talk in English among themselves. I could see this phenomenon in their interactions in
the focus group interview, when we were not discussing their language portraits. And as they
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mentioned, it is common for them that the older that they get, the more English they can speak, so
they speak mainly in English.
Providing the minority language with a better social status would be crucial for the
maintenance of the language. If children saw that older siblings, cousins, and friends maintain the
language, they may be encouraged to maintain it too. However, most of the Spanish heritage
participants would recognize that they talk in English to the youngest in the family so they learn
English, but they do not teach them Spanish. If Spanish had an important role in the broader society
(not only in the minority community), these children would feel encouraged to speak it more.
Also, children in the bilingual school do not belong to the same communities in general.
They do not do the same activities. They do not play together. Finding an inclusive spot after
school, where English peers and Spanish heritage speakers share activities in the minority language
could encourage them to maintain their culture and language.
Universities should get included in the communities by means of inclusive service learning
programs. Hispanic students at the university level and English peers that speak Spanish or have
majors and minors in Spanish, could collaborate in community programs with the aim of adding
value to the minority language and culture.
6.3.2. Teachers
As mentioned in the previous section, Valdés (1997) mentioned that there are two groups
of teachers that support the dual immersion programs: the foreign language teachers that focus on
an instrumental value of language and the “former bilingual teachers” that focus on the minority
students, and try to provide value to the minority language, Spanish, by offering an excellent
education in their first language.
The second group of teachers is the one that can empower the minority students and help
preserve their languages and cultures. All teachers (even the English monolingual teachers that
only teach the English classes) should be provided with that kind of education that openly
addresses language hierarchies and power. As Leeman (2005, 2012) mentioned, by practicing a
critical pedagogy with critical research dominant hierarchies can be challenged. Practicing critical
pedagogy includes the recognition that advocacy identifies the existent inequalities among the
majority and minority groups and take action in order to diminish them.
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6.3.2.1. Teacher Preparation
Teachers who are studying to be English or bilingual teachers should be aware of the
linguistic diversity that they may encounter in the classroom and adopt a heteroglossic and additive
language orientation. Part of their training should be dedicated to the different groups that they can
encounter in the classroom and how to successfully include all the students with different
backgrounds without assimilating them. Critical pedagogy should be a mandatory subject
following use of critical conscience in education in order to recognize those who are oppressed
and marginalized, due to political, social and educational hierarchies. Teachers need to advocate
for marginalized groups, including minority language and, through their education, reduce
inequality in order to achieve greater social justice.
6.3.3. Program Design
Dual language programming is on the rise in Indiana and more programs promoting
bilingualism are afforded with state funding and within state policy. Yet there is little focus on
language ideologies. The main focus is on language allocation, staffing and curriculum and not on
how speakers of different languages are positioned and valued.
Heritage language speakers are on the rise in Indiana, and schools should be ready to
welcome these students and understand their needs. Development of curriculum, staffing and
language allocation, needs to be expanded to include specific content on language ideologies.
Without this discussion, we are likely to reproduce the privilege of English even within bilingual
schools.
6.3.4. Families
Families of the minority speakers are the most affected by the inequalities of the broader
society that have been previously discussed. As mentioned before, one of the major differences
between the two groups is not their language, but their socioeconomic background. The families
of the minority students face major short-term problems than their children losing their language
and culture. Although they are very concerned with their children’s assimilation into the majority
culture, which means the dismissal of their heritage and roots, they are dealing with greater issues
such as legal status now that policies are tougher and practices are more radical and severe. More
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efforts are being made to separate families and leave US/American children without Mexican or
Salvadorian parents, than integrating (not assimilating) these communities into the diverse society
that the United States of America is.
Besides, some schools do not always understand the social and cultural practices of the
minority families. Certainly, they do not know how to integrate the majority and minority families
together. There are Hispanic American community leaders that have the linguistic, cultural,
educational, and political resources to approach both groups as mediators. These figures should be
a requirement in schools and community centers.
As the data reported, one of the most inclusive children with more positive ideologies
towards the minority language came from a diverse English-speaking family in which there was
overt discourse about other cultures and languages (Harry’s family). This family had adopted a
South Korean girl and the father was learning South Korean with her adopted daughter during the
weekends for heritage purposes. When this inclusive message does not stem from the family, it
should come from the broader community, which should take action as a mediator in a
multicultural situation with the aim of qualified community leaders.
6.3.5. Conclusion
It is important to analyze nationalization and racializing language, language hierarchies, identity,
and language as capital when studying language ideologies, since those four areas are intimately
related to language ideologies. As I have presented in this dissertation, those four areas are related
and dependent on the others. If the goal of the bilingual school is to reduce linguistic hegemony,
it’s important to identify that it exists even within such schools. In monolingual schools, it is
important to produce and foster heteroglossic ideologies, since we live in a diverse society where
nobody should be discriminated against. Monoglossic ideologies deeply affect identities and exile
heritage speakers into a linguistic and cultural limbo in all corners of their lives, including schools.
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APPENDIX

INTERVIEWS PROTOCOL
Semi-structured Interview protocol
March 10, 2016

Heritage School Site and Non-Heritage Site
English Heritage Interview Protocol:
The following interviews will be conducted with peers of heritage speakers of Spanish or Chinese.
Interviews will be conducted with individual students and last from 15-20 minutes each.
Portraiture: Illustrations of families

Interview 1: Individual (20-30 minutes)
What language and with whom

Drawing activity (use of language)
Hi. I’m

. Let’s introduce ourselves. I work at Purdue. This is where I work every

day. (Show picture). This is where I live (Show picture). These are some of my friends. (Show
picture). These are some of my professors. (Show picture). I speak 2 languages. One is English.
One is Spanish/Chinese.

At home I speak […]. Then, I go to school and I share office with a person from […] and we speak
in […]. I teach […] language, so when I am in the classroom with my students I talk to them in
[…] This is my family. When I am with my family (father, mother, brother, sister, grandparents) I
speak [….]
My parents/grandparents/family members are from […]
My father/mother/grandparents work at […]
They are […] ( their profession)
I have family in […] (countries)
I see those family members […] (when)
I also speak [ … (heritage language)] with [… (other people)]
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When I watch TV or download videos or listen to radio or surf the internet, I listen to/browse/view
[…] (kinds of programs).

Now it’s your turn…

[Once the student has finished the drawing, we will ask about the drawing in order to know when,
where and with whom they use different languages.]

Interview 2: Individual (20-30 minutes)
Language use in particular settings and with whom.

Last time, we talked about when, where and with whom you use certain languages. For home:
Last time you said, “I used English/other at home only with my grandmother (ex).” Tell me more
about that. What do you talk about?
If there is no answer to above, we will ask:
Where do you hear other languages?

For classroom/formal/school:
Last time, we talked about when, where and with whom you use certain languages. Last time you
said, “I used Spanish/Chinese in the classroom with….” Tell me more about that. What do you
talk about?

For informal/school:
Last time, we talked about when, where and with whom you use certain languages. Last time you
said, “I used Spanish/Chinese in the school outside of the classroom with….” Tell me more about
that. What do you talk about?

For community:
Last time, we talked about when, where and with whom you use certain languages. Last time you
said, “I used Spanish/Chinese in the community with….” Tell me more about that. What do you
talk about?

171
Translanguaging/code switching:
Sometimes, I hear people who know more than one language going back and forth. For example,
in my house, I talk like this “Example….” Can you tell me a story about that from your
home/school formal/school informal/community in your experiences?

Interview 3: Individual --Affective
School
School spaces (non-formal and formal)
Last time you shared about why you speak language X with your classmates. How do you feel
when you are speaking in those languages with your classmates?

Last time you shared about why you speak language X with your friends at school. How do you
feel when you are speaking in those languages with your friends at school?

Last time you shared about why you speak language X with your teachers? How do you feel when
you are speaking in those languages with your teachers?

Last time you shared about why you speak language X with your staff? How do you feel when you
are speaking in those languages with your staff? (Cafeteria workers, janitors, principals, special
teachers).

Who do you think heritage speakers of Chinese/Spanish/English are? Explain.

Home
Home spaces
Last time you shared about why you speak language X with your family members (A-Z). How do
you feel when you are speaking in those languages with your family members (A-Z)?

Community
Community spaces
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Last time you shared about why you speak language X in your community (A-Z). How do you feel
when you are speaking in those languages with your community (A-Z)? Neighborhood?

[When student expresses emotion about how they feel about a given language production, then
interviewer will ask them why they feel that emotion. In what other situations did they feel the
same way? If students don’t respond with a given emotion, an emoticon chart will be furnished.]

Interview 4
Students will be given back their drawing book from Interview 1. They will add thinking bubbles
above their heads in each of the scenarios in school (formal and informal), home and the
community. Following completion, these questions will be asked:

You put this thinking bubble in your school drawing. Tell me more about that.
You put this thinking bubble at home. Tell me more about that.
You put this thinking bubble in the community/neighborhood. Tell me more about that.

Interview 5: Group Interview
Share your picture with the group. Describe what is happening. (Each group member shares).

[Students will then take turns receiving feedback from their English language peers in the small
group. For instance, student 1 will share their portrait and the other 4 students will ask questions
and make connections about the portrait. Each student will take turn.]

